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editor’s notes

v

Expansion in the control of public community college operations by
' various state agencies is of increasing concern to governing boards of
public community colleges and their administrators. Encroachment on
the traditional policy-forming and decision-making prerogatives of
local boards of trustees, or even state governing boards, has beep a dis-
couraging force with which members of community college anrds
members of various advisory councils to these boards, and presidents
charged with the responsibility to operate the’ colleges are having to
- cope: Cv
_ Pubhc commumty colleges need state financial support for both
‘annual operatlonal functions and construction of facilities. In addition

to partial or full support of community colleges state governments are // s

fupding at least one major state university plus a number-ef state col

legks and/or specialized colleges. There is continued strong pressure on_
+ everystate governor and legislature for additional funding for a great

variety of K-12 educational functions. : :
hese intense pressures for state dollars mean that no state gov-
ernment. in today’s society can afford to provide financial support to
public community colleges, whether state-governed or locally gov-
erned, without scrutinizing the efficiency with which each college
performs, its location, and programs offéred in its service arga. It is
amply evident, therefore, that coordination and. planning between
state government agencies.and community college governing boards.
will be with us for many years.

The interest of state officials in public commumty colleges ex-
tends beyond their relationship to the actual appropriation of funds.
State financial officials, the governor, and many members of the legis-
lature are interested in having basic skill training, vocational training,
and general education provided to the state's ¢itizens. This is because
the ability or inability of adults to meet minimurp job qualifications .
relateés to a state’s unemployment level, the cost of its welfare pro-.
grams, the level of business and industrial activity—the economy of the
state. And a healthy economy for a state increases the state’s revenue.

A governor or legislature may not produce all the furids needed
by higher education; however, professional educators and board
members must recognize that state officials usually perceive a direct
relationship between a. succ?ssful vital program of educational services
and the quality of economic, social, cultural, and personal living. -

* Combined with pressures from public and private educational
organizations of a state are alkthg demands of various state agencies,
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the latter frequently backed by strong citizens’ grouips, which often
conduct a vigorous lobbying campaign for funds. These varied pres-
sures, plus the desire of some individuals for better.structure,. have -
been fundamental in forcing the establishment of state planning and
coordinating boards for higher education, particularly for public
higher education. Many states have either a state-level planning and
coordinating board for public community/junior colleges or a section
within a state education office responsible for the coordinagjon of pub-
lic two-year colleges. The development and structure of such state
coordmatmg and planning boards have been amply discussed in a pre- -
vious volume of New Directions (no. 6, 1974), and in other professional
education literature; therefore, ‘the structure and functions of state
coordmatmg and planning boards is referred to in these chapters only
as it is essential to clarify the operational issues described. '
Many state directors for commumty/ junior colleges believe that
the current and immediate future issue is not whether a sfate govern-
ment should or should not participate in planning for arfd coordinat-
ing public community/junior colleges. The task that confronts local
and state community college boards i$ that of providing cooperative

-plannmg and coordination that allow each. pubhc commumty college to.

have the variety in programs and community services needed to serve
its region effectively, to respond rapidly to changing community needs
and to keep sufficient local control so that the feeling of vital,'creative -
participation necessary to a vigorous, responswe commumty college is
maintained.

While it may be difficult for many presndents of community
colleges and chalrpersons of boards of trustees— often engaged in
unwanted interaction with central office staff of state coordinating

" boards for community colleges—to believe that state directors are

vitally concerned -about unnecessary interference, the fact exists, we

.are. More than many community college presndents and local board

members, we realize the dangers of excessive state control of public
commumtyu colleges, and we are more caught up in the reality that a
major.decision pertaining to a public community college or system of
colleges can seldom be made unilaterally. In nearly every situation
related to operational funding, construction, and academic programs,
an action or decision by one or more state agencies outside the struc-
ture of higher education is required. More directly than any other state
office concerned with public community colleges, we experience the
processes required for action or a modification in planning tHat have
such a negatlve 1mpact\ oni well-thought-out educational planning.
Such interaction is, however, a part of our governmental structure,
and of course, many state officials charged with a particular function
work hard to be supportive and cooperative. :

s -
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Our goal must be to keep the crucial educational decisions with-
. in the realm of the board of trustees and college administrators and fac-
ulty, while at the same time extending cooperatlon and providing inter-
action with officials of various state agencies charged by state statutes
or directives of the governor to perform functions that directly relate to
pubhc community colleges. We must preserve local authorlty for deci-
sions best made locally, while coordinating postsecondary activities so
educational dollars and facilities are used effectively. -
~ For example, in a state system of public community colleges, it
is essential for college presidents ta control the selection and recom-
* mendation of faculty and other professional staff rather.than have this
done by a state director or his staff, although the state board estab-
lishes personnel policies for all colleges in the state system. Likewise, it .
is essential for local governing boards to possess the initiative to suggest
and implement new associate degree programs and community service
functions, forcing a state coordinating bodrd to produce facts that in-
dicate a new program is not needed at a particular college.
. Unfortunately, the evidence shows that, left entirely to them-
selves independently operated public commumty colleges will not
» always plan and coordinate and enter into joint development arrange-
~ments as they should. State government interest legmmately follows
state funds. Coordination in the plannmg and operation of state edu-
‘cational institutions has been, and is, advisable.
The major purpose of this volume of New Dz'reJtz'om is to ex-
- plore the successes and failures in balancing state and local control of
< pubhc community colleges. The authors write of their own expenences
and attempt to describe those processes that are effective in-a state’s
~ coordinating and planhing effort or that are ineffective and that lead
to inefficiencies in the use of professional staff time and funds. It is
hoped that these writings will provide insights that can help i improve -
the relationship between state government and public commumty
colleges. : .

: Searle F. Charles
- ¥ Guest Editor

/ Searle F. Charles s the executive director of the
Board of Trustees of Regional Community Colleges,

: State of Connecticut. He served as chairman of the
. National Council of State Directors of Community
Junior Colleges (1976-77) and was formerly dean and

l preszdent of Eastern Connectzcut State College.
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Is it pom’ble}ora community college to achieve its
+ objectives if its autonomy &s severely restricted by state
regulation? The Connectzcut commumty colleges
struggle with a hzghly centralized bureaucracy, with
- mixed results and a great deal of frustration.

~.the maze in Connecticut

-vincent s. darnowski

The objective of .this Ppaper® is to descrxbe the medxum in which the"
Connecticut community colleges operate one which involves highly

.complex regulations, deep involvement of state executive office bureau~
cracy, dnd relationships between mdmdual colleges, the Central Of- .
fice of the Regional Community Colleges. and the State Board for’

‘ ngher Education. Similar state boards-of ‘higher education gertaidly
do exist. Community colleges, as "well as other jnstitutions of public
higher Mtlon must work with and to a Qegree through state
bureaucracies. The particular,concern in Connecticut is'the need for
interagency approval for virtually every college action.

The increasing involvement of the state legislative and execu-

_ tive branches in decision makmg raises the question of whether a pub-
lic community college can achieve its objectives—set by a process ‘of
institutional consensus, admmxstratlve fiat, or central board polncnes—-
if it cannot maintain-a degree of autonomy.

. Chambers (1977) contends that “unhampered authority under °
state statutes to allo/cate and approve . . . total annual internal expen-
ditures will allow internal decisions contmuousl to be made with the
benefit of the spécial expertise of those who knowthe state and region,
with reasonable studies always in progress.” However, in the Connecti-
cut commumty colleges, there is at least orfe president who each year
establlqhes sumval" as o_ne of his major institutional objectives for

/'

New Dnecnom for Community Colleges, 23, 1978 _ N : 1.
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each year. The survival he speaks of is in the context of a bewildering

assortment of decision-making agencies and levels that affect his insti-

tution.

control in a minor action

3

book at a Connecticut community college for the fall semester; it
would be a formal 814 X 11 inch booklet that could conveniently be

wsprint, had been used. The coordinator of student activities had all
necegsary content, illustrations, and internal clearances in early April.
- The gollege purchasing department did all paper work immediately,
but it was doubtful whether the handbook would be ready in early Sep-
tember for orientation becaude of the need for major involvement by a
number of state agencies. Each of the following offices were involved:
® The Central Office of the Regional Community colleges: Purchase

. orders, bid formis, and requests for bill payment and related docu-

\sgt into a ring binder. For several years, a tabloid format, printed on

ments were either approved or relayed.
® The Budget and Management Division of the then Department of

[ .. o
In March the decision was made to produce the student hand-

The college budget was checked for allsgation, fund availability,

-~ Finance and Control (now theOfﬁceA)i"I\éz;agement and Systems):

and whether expenditures were required. Both the Central Office

and college had done such an analysis. . 3
® The Purchasing Division of the Department of Finance and Control:
The printing job was putont for competjtive bid. -

- ® The’ State Publications Office, of the Department of Finange and

Control (now the Department of Administrative Services): I\@rials,

printed by a state agency had'to be-approved according to a’ét of

very specific guidelines on stock, print, inks, binding, spaqi\ng,‘and :

_ . soon. : - .
@ The Standardization Committee: Selected heads of state agencies
who classify and adopt standards for all materials, supplies;: and

s cquipment purchased by the state. = . < .
M‘e State Comptroller’s Office: Paid the bill for printing the hand-

book after delivery was made the morning of the first day of orienta-
tion. (The handbook proved to be an excellent piece of work, useful
and attractive.) A ' _ o ,

" ~'No one in all the agencies and offices was maliciqus or mean

spirited. Everyone involved in getting this handbook out was doing a '

job, following detailed instructions set down in regulations generated
by departmental directors or commissioners or secretaries.* .
The delay, frustration, and loss of control resulted from having
Of resu

\
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to cope with rules that were often developed to govern state agencies
that have nothing to do with education, and applied by people who
have no direct connectich with the educational ‘institutions. But the

structure and governance of public higher education in Connecticut is~ °
complex, full of interlocking and overlapping relationships that were,

changing'even at the time of the preparation of this chapter.

~ a

z , ) :
the structure of higher education in Connecticut
. ‘ . s . s . )
Prior to August 1, 1977, Connecticut public higher education
included twelve regional community -colleges, four two-year technical
colleges, four state colleges, the state university, and the non-campus-

based Board of Academic Awards. The university also had four two-

year branch campuses.
Each of the five units had a separate board of trustees, and the

* Commission for Higher Education had responsibility for coordinatirig

" representation. :

their efforts. Members of all boards and thé Commission were appointed
by the governor, with legislatively mandated student:and alumni
As of _August 1977, the commission became the Board for
Higher Education (BHE) with significantly more power and responsi- -
bility."At the same time, the Board for Academic Awards Became
more independent of the BME but also subject, in 1980, to the f&view

. provisions of a sunset law. A new technical college was established, in-
creasing the number of -institutions. The structure of the boards -

remained intact with their powers. somewhat circumscribed by the

.BHE. . . - :

The community colleges presently operate within the state’s

vpﬂbli’c higher education structure with a mandate and authority estab-

lished by the General Assembly and a mission statement promulgated
by the board of trustees. Section 10-326 of the Connecticut General

"Statutes provides for the responsibilities of the régional community-col-

leges. Revised in 1975 through Public Act 75-16(), the statute now
states: ’ : ' ' '

Sec, 2. (a) The primary responsibilities of the regional commu- \

nity colleges shall be (1) to provide programs of occupational,
vocational, and career education designed to provide training

. for immediate employment, job retraining, or upgrading of’
. skills to meet individual community and state manpower needs;

" (2) to provide programs of general study including, but not
limited to, remediation, general-and adult education,”and con-

- tinuing education designed to meet .indivisdual student goals; -
. I ’ S Y 4
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1o "~ (8) to-provide programs of stydy for college transfer‘represent- '
~...7  ing the first two years'of baccalaureate education; (4) to pro- -
© ©_, vide community service programs as,defined in gubsection (b) of
. this act; and (5) to provide student support services including,

Poa Y . . S :
- but-not lirgited to, admissions, counseling, testing, placem )
. ‘individualized. instruction, and efforts to serve students with
e specialneeds. . - , .k .
- ’

- ) o ¥ - . N
, - This revision of the statute eifbhasizes clearly the desire of the
v board of trustees and the people'in the system to provide strong com-
munity-oriented education. The question is whether the institutions
~ can move in the directions laid out by the law without some autonomy
. indecision-making. . ) g ' -

“governance of the community colleges

The Program Review Committee Report on the: Community
. Colleges in the State of €onnecticut (Odegard and Groppo, 1974) was
. the fourth in a series of annual reports on operating programs to deter-
" mine whether they ‘were meeting original goals and. budgeted.objec-
 tives.. This study pointed to thrée levels of governance in the commu-
“nity'colleges. . v(..é, ' A L
‘ Thie first of these was identified-as the legislative and executive
branthes of state government. Ideally, governance at this level is in-
direct; laws enacted by the General'Ass@xb'ly and enforced by the
executive agencies find direct application to the ‘community colleges.at ' -
. othergoyemnancelevels. © - \ P

- ~ The second level of governance was identified as the Commis.. -

:sion for Higher Education, now the Board Higher Education. The

- commission had as its basic role the coordination of the variqus sub-

. systems within the system of higher education in Connecticut.” The
BHE now has responsibility for establishing statewide policy for public
higher education. Further, for the first time, a consolidated public
higher education bydget must be prepared by the BHE and submitted
to the governor and ‘the General Assembly. Long-range planning for
the system, as well as.approval of programs and facilities, are other

+ BHE responsibilities. BHE must also review policy developed by con-
stituent units to assure that responsibifities are fulfilled and that inst#:
tutional policiés are consistent. with stdte policy. , :

) .. The third governance level, theoretically the only direct one,
consists of the Board of Trustees for Regional Community Colleges,
the-administrative personnel at each college and, in an advisory role,’
the regional council appointed for each college by-the Board of Trustees.

i, : ot
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‘The sixteen-member Board of Trustees is appointed by the gov-
ernor and has responsibilities including the conferring of degrees and

~ certificates, employment of faculty and staff, and selection of sites and
Jleasing of facilities for the colleges. The board recommends budgets

based upon requests and eprollment projections from the colleges,
establishes program guidelines, approves personnel actions, and nego-
tiates collectively with appropnate unions.

A professional staff is employed by the board to coordinate the .
efforts of the twelve colleges within board pollcy guidelines. The staff
supplies information to the board to help it make decisions in areas

- such as budget, capital projects, programs, and personnel matters.

This:central office staff also collects information from the colleges for

_ consolidation and submission to the BHE and the various agencies of -

the executive branch. The central office also serves as a conduit for
passmg forms, information, and requests to and from executive agen-

. cies.

The paragraph in the Program Review Commlttee report that
introduces' the fole of the college administration in the.governance
chain is particularly telling as it recog'mzes external contr(‘;’g : “Admin-
istrators at the individual commumty colleges are generally responsible
for the day-to-day operatlon of the colleges in accordance with gurde-
lines from the other governing agencies. The community college presi-
dents, deans, fiscal officers, or other administrators have some [em-

. phasis added] authority to control the method of governance at the

school. . . . However, their decisions are often subject to direct or in-

" direct control by the board of trustees, the Commission for Higher
- Education, or other administrative agencies outside the educational

realm, such as the Department of Finance and Control.”
The preceding discussion of the three levels of governance may
make things seem relatively stralghtforward In reality, the authority

-and responsibilities of the various units are much more complex than
statutory mandates might suggest. The new responsibilities given to the _ -

BHE by the General Assembly would appear to supersede or overlap
those existing for the Board of Triistees. For example, a recommen-
dation now can be initiated by the BHE to the General Assembly to
change the tuition for the community college. Previously, a recom-

. mendation had to be made by the board of trustees.

disappearing autonomy

—— -
- ™

e One canndt expect complete autonomy for a single college in a

~ state syst l-’?mh a single board of trustees. Within such a system there

n\ust be/common pollc1es, common fiscal procedures, basic standards

\/ e .\ -
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/ A ,
A l .,



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

¢

)

for facilities, and so on. Some degree of autonomy
spond to local needs, but events and laws appear to be
autonomy where it exists.

In 1977, the 1mplementation of the first collective bargaining
agreement for Connecticut community cglleges forced more common-
ality, uniformity, and loss of autonomy on the individual institutions.
An article in the agreement listed the number of days of teaching and

equxred to re-
isninishing that

- other responsibilities for teaching faculty, and a move toward a uni-

form academic calendar has developed. Until the 1977-78 academic
year, one of the twelve colleges maintained a quarter calendar while
the others had a semester structure; semesters ranged from fourteen
weeks to sixteen weeks in length and iricluded two four- -day-week struc-
tures.

New degree programs must.be approved and licensed through .

the Board for Higher Education. Until recently, orie-year nondegree
programs could be implemented after approval by the Béard of Trus-
tees; but now. an approval process similar to that for degrpe programs,

‘and which has taken two or more years to complete. will be required.

Although a large, variety of agencies are involved with the ad-
ministration of Connceticut community colleges, only four areas of
operation will be described in detail: expenditure control, personnel,
data processmg. and facilities development The justification for state
involvement in each of these areas is.economy of operation, but one
cannot help but wonder whether a lot of money could not be saved by
peelmg away some of the layers of control.

Expenditure Control.* The greatest controversy between Con-
necticut community colleges and state agencies centers on expenditure
control. The argument comes-down to two very strongly held conflict-
ing views over expenditure or “pre-audit” controls. The administration
and staffs of the colleges hold that there should be an increase in their
responsibility, authority, and accountability for expenditures. On the
other hand, personnel in the Office of Management and Budget (for-

-merly the Department of Finance and Control), emphasize the need

for their control even though they are far removed from the colleges in
distance, commitment, and training.

Educators use the term pre-audit to describe a process in which’
people in agencies outside the community college system approve or
disapprove a request for some action. This chapter will use the term
expenditure _control to describe that process. An audit is an examina-
tion; verification, or review of an action to determine its valxdxty after .
the fact. “Pre-audit” contains an inherent conflict in terms. '

* . *This sectién is largely taken from the Program Remew‘CommzHee Report on
the Commumty Colleges in the State of Connecticut.

10
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‘No one will aigue that it is inappropriate for state! g&emment '
to exercise control over the expenditure of state funds. The. controversy

centers around who exercises control at which stage of the expenditure

process The General Assembly controls the upper limit of expendi- -

- tures by appropriating fixed amounts for dfﬁned purposes in the an-

nual budget. Deﬂcxency appropnatxons are also controlled by the

‘Gerieral Assembly® ¥
In Connecticut, appropnatg_d funds are requxsmoned in quar- -

terlyallotments from the governor. In addition, agencies are forbidden
to6 “incur any obligation, by order, contract or otherwise” without the

approvaliof the comptroller’s office, which assures that “the proposed

commigfnent is within the applicable specific appropriation dnd the

budgeted agency has unencumbered funds sufficient to defray such -

expendjture.” , '
: The Connectxcut state constxtuftxon mandates that the “comp-
troller shall adjust (resolve, regulate) and settle all public accounts=and

" demands” ' (Article 4, Section 24), during which process the claims can
'be éxargingd for propritty, legality, and accuracy. As a final check,

the accounts of the treasiver, the comptroller, “‘each officer, depart-
ment, ‘commission, board, and court of the state government author-

" ized to expend or contract for expenditure of any state appropria-

tion, and of all institutions supported by the state” are post-audited
by the B.detors of public accounts to ensure that no “unauthorized,
illegal, 1rregular or unsafe handling or expenditure of state fund$” is
practiced or conternplated by any such agency (C.G.S:, 4-63). -

There are then adequate mandated safeguards ilt.into the -

system to control the amournt, propriety, and txmmg of e: gpt}ﬂes of
appropnated fo_ds Howeve®, the issue here goes beyond the ’fealm of

“audit: Jt is the- formulation of policy decxsxons regardxng the way

‘ which funds are expended.

Finance and Control decided that the ‘expenditure is
and will not grant approval. Such rejections have been quite common

. For example consider the college admxssxons dxrector who
determines that an excellent way to get 5he college message across is
through high schaol counselors. He plans‘a day of activities, including
a buffet lunch for thirty-five to forty counselors. With plans made and
costs included in the year's budget, with full college approval, the ap-
propriate request for expenditures is further approved by the board’s

central office staff However, théluncheon never happens, and the col-

lzege makes arrangements to change the length of the program or have

its guests pick up the tab.
The reason for; the change in plans is that the Department of

L3 el

through the years. Community cblleges, among other public higher
education institutions, contend that they should be-allowed to make

4
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decisions about how they- expend their appropriations, within, of
course, appropriate fiscal controls. | : o
® " Historical Context. When the Connecticut state system of
higher education was established by Public Act #330 of 1965, the con-
stituent units of the system appeared to have autherity for the-expendi-

-ture of their appropriated funds. The state agencies cited elséwhete

- did interfere, but restrictions were only occasionally imposed and with

little pattern and force. This situation continued until 1971, at which
point a series of fiscal controls, stemming from specific executive or-
ders, were very extensively implemented. ' '

A letter to the commissioner of finance-and control (January 6,
1971) placed restrictions on filling state positions, promoting state em-
ployees, out-of-state travel, and the purchase of equipment and state
automobiles. Executive Order Number 1 (March 16, 1971) created a
commission to study state government with emphasis on, economy.
Executive Order Number 9 further increased the restrictions to be en-
forced by the commissioner of finance and control. d ’

The General Assembly continued a trend toward austerity and
expenditure control. Appropriations to agencies, particularly those in-
volved in welfare and higher education, were voted at austerity levels,
and state employee salary increases were limited. The Appropriations
Act (Special Act Number 1) of the June 1971 Special Sessian contained
extensive sections describing the need for austerity measures and man-
dating expenditure controls (Sections 14-18). Theé higher education
system was required to obtain the approval of the Finance Advisory
Committee* in order to transfer funds between appropriations by
Public Act 465 of that year (C.G.S., 10-328). At the time, the state was

-

running ‘at deficit levels, and expenditures had. been exceeding reve- -

nues. However, although the units of the higher education system had

not been overexpending their approprfatio?,’ they bore.a heavy bur--

den of the austerity measures and expendituYe control.

- In all of theSe- moves to expenditure control, the community
colleges were required to submit all fiscal transactions, including those
under special, nonappropriated accounts and federal grants, to a

number of agencies for approval. A single transaction might move |

through a total of ten steps requiring action by individualsvranging in
rank from accounting clerk to agency commissioner. - :

~ A variety of other gontrols on budget expenditures also exist in
the Connecticut stmcture{:State statutes provide that.in times of finan-

»

) b o , . [ ) 1 y
/JThc Finance Advisory Corgmittee consists of the governor, lieutenant gover-

\_-NoF, tréasurer, comptroller, and five members of the General. Assembly, and has a

number of authorities and responsibilities (C.G.S., 4-98, 95, 95a).

. A . s

-~
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cial exigency, as determined by income and expenditure projections,
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the governor may w1thhold up to 5 perpent of the appropriation fro;
state agency. This has happened in the community colleges three tim

“sinte 1971, most recently in 1975- -76. Although budget forecasts in

that year called.for an $80 million deﬁcnt "the state finished that year -

- with a $35 million surplus , ' .

R

Another exampl€of control is with federal vocatlonal educanon_
funds. Vocanonal educatlon funds are|viewed as income teplacmg
state-allocated tax dollars. Funds received for:vocatiorfal programs at

the community. colleges are placed in the state’s general fund .as new -
income and not added to prevu)us locations “from the” General
Assembly. ) SR ’

the Commission for Higher Education, in its Master: Plan Sfor Hzgher«.

‘Education in Connecticut 1974-1979 (1974), made unequivocal state-

ments concernmg the pre- audlt or expendlture contral

. trustees, who are famlllar with an mstltutlon and accountable for its

Aol -

success, can contribute greatly to the institution’s cost effectiveness if
they are allowed to make allocation and spending decisions” (p. 129).
Resource Group VIII, in a discussion paper on finance prepared for
the commission, stated that “current policies of pre-audit controls of
institutional spending by the Department of Finance and Control in-
terfere with educational decisions and prevent the continuing 1mprove-
ment of management competence at the institutional level” (p. 64). ;
As a result of this’ information, the commission has recom/_)
mended that the “Governor and General Assembly provide broad
spending guldelmes to the constituent’ units of public higher educa-
tion, to be monitored and controlled by the Board of Trustees and the
administrative officers of each unit, and that unnecessary pre-audit
controls of day-to-day institutional decisions by the Department of Fin-

“ance and Control be discontinued.” No action has yet been taken.

Concern about pre-audit and noneducational intervention is
not limited to state governing bodies. The Commission on Instftutions
of Higher Education of the New England Association of Schools and s g
Colleges, in a letter to the executive director of the board of trustees

" concerning the accreditation of Mattatuck Community College made

this qulte clear. M. Evans Monroe, chairman of the commission, stated
two major concerns directly aimed at the pre-audit and intervention
problem. The first' was that “the Commission is g'ravely concerned

~about the apparently unwarranted intrusion-of noneducational state Q@

officers and agencies into matters-normally and properly reserved to:

) the "individual educational institution or its Board of Trustees.” . -

Monroe also stated that “the Commission is: further concerned about

a N . oy
- . JU
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' slowed down or frozen for a variety of reasons. i :

. Trustees could.be he

10 : T -
the evident rigidity and inflexible hature of state fiscal and personnel
policies and practlces, which inhibit the timely and orderly %

of institutions.’

Personnel. Of necessity, personnel p011c1es for twelve commu-
nity colleg under a single board of trustees must be uniform in con-
tent and application. For the Connecticut system’s classified (clerical,
custodial, nonprofessional) staff, the matters of hiring,- promotion,
and dismissal are all handled through the state’s civil service system.
For the unclassified professional (teachmg and ad\mlstrauve) staff, a
unified\set of policies was first adopted ,in 1970, revised in 1974-75,
and supplemented by a_collective bargaining agreement effective
July 1, 1977, through June 80, 1979.

tion *

Civil service procedures simplify, to a degree, the process of _

_ br ging on classified staff, although they remoye a considerable

amount of autonomy. The procedures are well known and generally
yield results with time. The greatest problems arise (as they do with
unclassified appointments) when approvals for filling positions’ are

Position control begins with the approv{l of the state budget
The maximum total number of posmons for each agency is fixed in
that document as well as the . maximum number of dollars for the

agency. Faculty position allocations are calculated on the basis of total .

student contact hours divided by the number of student contact hours

per faculty member. Other positions are determined on the basis of
Past experience and-the ability of those working with the b dget divi-

sion, the governor’s office and the General Assembly to convince them
that the positions and the programs they support are important. -

The college, or the system, may not exceed the number of allo-
cated positions even though general fund dollars are available. Posi-
tions funded from other than state tax sources ‘are, of course, exempt
from the count but not from the processing.

£
After a college has selected a person to fill a professxonal posi-

tion the president recommends, the board approves, and the paper

-work begins. Up untiltwo years ago, the position to be filled had to be

established by passiyfig Form 14 through a number of offices to have the
college budget ch¢cked, the content of the job description checked,
and —ey€ntualty—a payroll number assigned. This checking funcuon
has noy been assumed by the Central ©ffice of the Regional Commu-
it lleges. Durmg the period that control was in the hands of other
than college agentigs, personnel-actions approved by the Board of

three state offices outside.the higher education structure. Recently, an
embezzlement of college fun ed at South Central Community
College (N eW/Haven) while vacant posmons ex1sted for several weeks,

YRR y

up, turned around, -or-aborted by any-one of - --

>
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awaxtmg clearance uLthe state’s personnel machinery. This event
' resulted in the elimination of approval by Finance and Contrdl of clas-
sified appointments, as long as positions aze filled at the same salary
‘level.and job title. °
Collective bargammg was significantly complicated when the
state declared that it was the coemployer of professional higher educa-
tion staff. The comgunity college board of trustees found itself with
the same negotiation ‘consultant firm as all of higher education al-
though it had recommended a contract with another. For negotiations,
in matters of educational policy éz-bqard had autonomy, but eco-
nomic poligy was shaped by the state. The result was a longer period of
- negotia'tion than was probably necessary, and a training session for the
chief negotiator from the consulting firm.
Data Processing. Legislators rightlyfask for better information
_on students; spending, faculty loadsy and program costs. There'is little
disagreement that a good manageriient information system should be
sought and that college managers need better toe%s for planning. But
again, the layers of decision making and conflicting; interests of various

4

agencies have worked against the achievement of reasonable objectives. -

)

Until February 1977, four of the commumty colleges had stu-

dent data processed through a single service bureau. Prices began to .

rise as a result of a variety of programming and supply cost increases.

When it came time to tebid to see if a lower cost eould be obtained,

state data processing, the central office, state purchasing, and the dita

rocessmg arm of the Commission for Higher Education all became

, mvolv , The final decision was in the hands of the system’s central of -
flce,) ve it was determined that: o ‘

. 1. The data processing specialist jd the central office would

“have operatlonal responsibility for a servfte bureau operation for the

four colleges.

2. The system to be used would be that 1mplemented by the

prevxously used service bureau—after the dispute over who owned the
pro, was settled. Modifications of the system would be accom-

plished by a part-time systems analyst who would also operate the .

© 7 system.: : . .

3. Equlpment to be used for runnmgzthe service would be that

at the University of Hartford, a private institution, on weekends.
g The goal of this approach was to have the analyst eventually
pull together several systems and develop a smgle community college
system. This would be run at the University of Connecticut, and each

. college would have remote JOb -entry capacxty That goal is still far -

© o

rom realization.
# Eventualls
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-planning for such a system began i’ 1971. One 'of the most familiar -
complaints from legislators at budget time was that they did not have
sufficient, consistent, reliable data on higher education on which to, ‘
make decisions. They made this even clearer wherrthey.included Qevel-
opment and implementation of an MIS as a mandated responsibility of
the reorganized BHE in 1977. _ _ : i
The MIS is still largely a matter of planning. ‘Although a report
™ on committee deliberations (1978) was issued, there has béen little ac- -
- tion. this time parts of the Westein _Interst/_/atf; Commission for -
: Higher Education (WICHE) system are being hammered into s}}%pe.
- .The major reason for delays is probably that: the legislature has'not
seen fit to provide needed funding. Another reason is that the leader-
ship of the commission, as well as its name and natur¢®has changed - -
rapidly overthe past three years.. :
In addttion, zjf@hta processing function was expanded in the"
former Departrhent of Finance and Control. Today, if a college wishes
-+ to have a staff change in data processing, add equipment, or make a
‘move to or from a service bureau, this agency must give its approval.
This continual buildup of decision-making layers is reminiscent of the
growth of barnacles. There is life, of a sort, which changes the
ance of things but largely serves to slow thingsdown. |
Fiscal information, at most of the state’s communi;:y colleges, is
largely processed by hand. A recent developmerit has been the avail-
ability-of#the State Agency Appropriation Accounting System SAAAS),
which will provide means for retrieval of budget information and busi-
ness transactions from a computer in Hartford. Input/output is
~ through a teletype terminal at the college. Although seen within the.
state as a definite breakthrough, the system is yet to be proven. It was
not designed in consultation with the colleges or specifically for them,
but does handle basic state accotnting procedures. .
 Facilities Development. Four of the twelve Connecticut com- -
mupity colleges have permanent facilities, while the remainder are in
leased facilities; The pérmapent facilities range from one perm3inent
set of buildingsito a higher education center that will eventually house
a technicalcoljege, a‘\two-year branch university, and a community °
~ college. Included in the permanent facilitie$ are the converted shell of
an industrial building and the former headquarters of an insurance
company. The|leased spaces are largely former industrial, factory, or
business properties. c l/
- A variety of proposals for permanent lacilities development
, - have been appfoved and submitted by the Board of Trustees to the
' next leygls of state approval. It is in the matter of facilities that the
~ .Board for Hig!ler-Educéiion, and its predecessor commission, have ..
A‘%\:‘(Qxad the greateist direct impact on the community colleges. The BHE

j ‘ F{L ;! 3 ' e v
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has veto power over r facilities development as well as the abrllty to delay
matters. Concem over the impact on private institutions, pamcularly
among members of the former tommission who represented such insti-

» tutions, wa$ one reason for many delays. The BHE is not supposed to'

. have such membership, although many members have had recent ties <
to pngate higher education.

s For, example, in Apnl 1974 the Board of Trustees approved a

resolution to expend over $6 million i in appropriated bond funds for .

1 the acquisition of a site, planning, and. construction of facxlmes for the
smallest o§ the Connecticut community colleges At the time this is
being written — March 1978 — the process of site acquisition has not yet -

been completed An outgorng state administration pulled the approval

~ of bond fund release from an agenda to allow the newadmrmsttatlon
to make its own decision. What resulted was the need to agam convince
everyone from the goyernor on down that the prOJect was worthwhile,
show that certain sites were not viable, and get the item back on that
agenda The delays appear inexplicable but a recently appox/nted com-
missioner appears to be determined to wrap things up.

: The steps beyond the Board of Trustees for Regidnal Commu-

nity Colleges for facilities approval and development include the Board
for Higher Education, the Department of Public Works (now within
the Department of Administrative Services), the ‘g&ce of Elanning .
and Managément, the State Properties Review Board, \and th! Bond-
ing Commission. The involvement of the above agengie§assumes that - -
funds have been allocated by the legislature after ha\f}ng een recom-
mended by the governor, and that contracts have been approved. by
the attorney general.

It is not only with permanent facilities that problems and delays
can be encountered. A college with temporary facilities found expen--
sive space that had only 37 square feet per full-time-equivalent stu-

“dent. The president proposed and the Board of Trustees approved
_~purchase of two 10- by 60;foot trailers, one to be paid for with nontax
funds. The StatéPropertres Review Board declared that it did not ap-
_ piove of temporary trailers and rejected the request. The General .
'Assembly was not appropriating funds to construct a permanent cam- *
pus for the college. Caught between opposing forces, the college and
the central office staff kept trying and after the better part of a year
obtalned clearance from the governor to buy the trarlers ‘

4
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~ This chapte -should not be segn asajm matter of hanglng out
Connecucuts dirty faundfy. It is an attempt to show how complex state-’
college relations can become when a state bureaucracy gets into educa-
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" tional matters in the name of efficiency. The unphcrt bias has to be
“clear: Control of college activities through fiscal, personnel, and other

checks by people at a distance does not make sense. Substitution of the:

judgment of various state commissjoners for that of trustees or admin-
istratogs on the spot is an invitation to confusion and delay and not a
+ step téward excellence. In almost/ every instance, there is ar' increase in
© costs to the taxpayer as there is Imgefficrency in decision making.
. The conclusrons reached by the Pm,%ram Rev1ew Committee
(1974) point’in much the same direction:
1. There are various authorities and responsrbllmes mandated
" to the Board of Trustees for Regional Commumty Colleges or the
Commission for Higher Educaion which are, in realrty\mg’gmngless
due to intervention from' controlling agencies.

L%

2. Educational decisions are bemg made by ex endrture corxtb

trol personnel with little, if any, expertise in the educational field and
little¥nowledge of situations at the individual schools.
8. Expenditure controls are not appﬁeg with consistency.
4. Expeénditure controls create time lags and reduce ﬂexxblhty
in'planning and operation. .
5. Expendrture controls as currently practiced can easrly be ar-
’ brtrary or political in nature.
v 6. Expenditure controls as. currently practrced are not truly
e?onomlcal or efficient.
. The state agencies, whjch were, mterestmgly enough, referred
to in the Program Review Compmittee Report a controllmg agpg.;ncxés
put their arguments forward as: ' S%,

1. The agencies have a broader view of the ,ssaeé’% eémomi'c

situation anqp plannmg efforts, and are begter }ble to make expefidi-
ture decisions in the Hght of this broader view.

- 2. Expendrture contrgls are a fuither check on agency over-

expenditures, thus lessenmg t

- that may exceed revenues. ,

3. Expenditure controls make it easier for the executive branch -

¢ to monitor spending, especrally during periods of economic change or
uncertainty. .

These COntrollmg agencies were granted widespread powers
and ; uthogity on the basis of fhe general powers mandated to the exec-
utiv branch\of state government and by executive orders .and other
communications from the office’of the governor. These powers, which

sare not clearly mandated:by the General Statutes, “Hade it all too easy

7 for control agencres to assume a position of su_penonty over, she com-

e likelihood of deﬂclency appropnatlons .

»
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cut can be a feeling on the part of college administrators that their
power to make decisions is meaningless in'the facé of the overwhelming
power of various agericies to contradict them. It would not be unrea-
-‘sgnable to expect normal people to react by not making these decisions
and by passmg on all requests. resigning themselves to whatever result
occurs “up in Hartford. :

The greatest damage that can be done is that planmng can be-"
.come a meaningless exercise because the planners, community college
-ddministrators, and the Board of Trustees cannot be sure their plans
will be implemented, even if they are initially accepted by the General
Assembly and the governor. From' the point of view of the General
Assembly. the govémor, and eventually the public, evaluation of the
™ activities of the cornmunity colleges becomes difficult because there is
ho definéd line of accounta'blhty If the community colleges are failing
" to fulfill their objectives, is it the fault of the college administrators,
- the Board of Trustegs, or the Department of Finance and Control?
And if they are succeeding, who should get the credit? These questions
cannot be fully answered because plannmg, decision-making, and ac-

countangty are diffused "among many. agencles

§ -

* ' ‘ o references

b"-

T

Chambers, M. M. “Durablhtyof Reasonablc Autonomy fopS"Fte Umversmes " Educa- *
tion ngest, 1977, 42,.24-27.

. Degnan, F. ]J. (Chairman). Statz Study and Information System Plan, System for
Higher Education in Connecticut, Vol. Executive Summary. Hartford: Commission
for Higher Education, State of Connecticut, 1973.

Filer, J. H. (Chairman). Better Organization for Better Government, Reﬁort of the
Commuttee on the Structure of State Government. Hartford: Committee on the
Structure of State Government, State of Connecticut; 1976, .

. McGannon, D. H. (Chairman). Master Plan for Higher Education in Connechcut
1974-1979: Quality and Equality. Hartford: Commission for Higher Educatloﬁ‘
State of Connecticut, 1974.

Odegard, D., and Groppo, J. (Cochairmen). Program Review Commxttee Reﬁort on
the Gommunity CoIIege! in the State of Connecticut. Hartford: Connecticut General
- Assembly, 1974. »

Summary of 1977 Public Acts, Connectxcut General Assembly Hartfor&‘ Office of
Leglslauvc Research, Statepf Connecticut, 1977

1

. ~ 1

VzrfEEnt S. Damowskz & ‘rreszdent of Housatonic
_ . Community College.zn Bndgeport Connecticut.
o g . With degrees in chemistry and science education,
¥ heentered the community colleges ds a science
e . ' division director. He served a$ amember of the
T negotzatzng team for the Cannecticut systém’s

3

. ﬁrst collectivé bargaining contract.

" Y

l/"

/ . . -

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



A major factor n the,preservatzon of local program
X autonomy i the substantial invesiment by local
C _ taxpayers in their community college.

> ~ . N

- fiscal and operational -
autonomy in California .
communlty col leges

sudney w. brossman

& i Perhaps the greatest concern prevallmg among California community
o colleges—the Iargest system of higher education in this country—is the
future relatlonshxp of the seventy local governing boards to the state.
The perception in California—which may not be correct—is that the ™
state’s historic dependence on.local boards tosmanage and control *
these colleges could be endangered This concern hds always existed in '
California;- but with changes in state agency peronnel and board - ',
- members, and with- dramatic local property tax cuts impending, alogi- :
cal net result could be a greater exercise of state power at the expense .
of locally elected boards. | - s
When the state’s Board of Governors of Commumty Colleg/es
was formed in 1968, there was ]ustlfiable concern about the: lmpac’c on ,
9" responsibilities of local boards. The early state Board carefully pro: \
tected the system of local governance in California, bt today the in-
. tentions of state agencies are not as clear, and there is renewed concern
among local boards. Aq:tl-ng accordmg to statute, the California Post-
~“secondary Education Corfimission is more involved in program, €ourse,— "
COllege, and center ppprovals than its predecessor, the Coosdmatmg W

New Directions for Community Cplleges, 23, 138 X s 17
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* Council for Higher Education. The State Department of F inance, also
acting according Yo statute, is deeply involved in fiscal and manage-
ment audits and in recommendations to the governor involving the -
community colleges. Some legislators are now suggesting that state = -
responsibility for vocational education be centered in anotheér, new
state agency. Also, the state’s struggle togolve its problem of high prop:
erty tax, which accounts for about half of all financial resources of the
' community colleges,’ could lead to a-shift from local responsibility to
stat¢ power. T . T - _ . o
Hew did all this come about? . S o
, Although communif’y' colleges in_'Califofnia ,hdve existed since
1910 —known"then. as junior colleges—one of the most important- .
events in the history of these institutions was the develgpment of the .
"Master Plan for Higher Education in 1960. As a result, thé tripartite .
system of public higher education in California—universities, state col- -
leges, and community colleges —was created, and community colleges -
formally became a part of highét education. The functions of the three
segments were delineated, and the Board of Trustees of the California +
State Colleges (later changed to tl?e California State University and
. Colleges) was authorized; then, in. 1968, the Board of Governors of the
T .California Community Colleges was formed. TheCoo‘f&inating Coun- g
cil for Higher Education was created, with representatives of the com-
* munity colleges participating for the first time, in a statewide body.
(The council’s functionis ‘were subsequently taken over by the Califor-
.- . .. nia Postsecondary Education Commission.) ‘ - o
e The year 1960 was one of promise: California was recognized as
the national leader in governance of higher education, 'other states.
‘began t& establish their own versions of coordinating councils and to- -
delineate the functions of ipsgi;mions of higher education. The com- *
- ~ prehensive California community college became a model across the
' country. . oy - '
* - One of the mostsignificant results of the Master Plan is that it
helped’to preserve the essential characteristics of the community coi-
" leges: two-year institutions, " locally controlled, with comprehensive
- campuses offering occupational programs, adult and continuing edu- . -
- - cafion for all members of the community, academic transfer pro-
grams,. and general education and preprofessional programs, . with
- heavy emphasis on_counseling and student services. /These are roles
. %, .that incréasingly became community college functions throughout the
nation. : kel \ : .
. One of the most important developments since the Master Plan
- was the growth i enréllments in California’s commiunity colleges, well
beyond all projections, and almost 50 percrnt' beyond the Master Plan ~ ~
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estimate. Tnn 1960 these colleges had an enrollinent of .ll)out 340,000 01\
sixty-five’ ~campuses. By 1965 the figureincreased to almost 550 000 (a
: pthmcn()n it |ed some to-think abgut, the cst.ll)llslmlvm of a separ-
ate board for the community colle ges). By 1973 the flguu: had Jumpcd
to about 930,000, or the Cqmvalcnt of well over 600,000 full-time stu-
dents. Since 1960, community LOll&gC enrollments have increased more
than 200 percent, and this year these enrollments are over 1,300,000,
" Higher.enrollments created a fm.mu.llﬁqucczc and the need for
‘ cxpdn(l('d facilities?. additional campuscs, and adequate capital 0\:1‘“’
" funds.During that, p(-uo}Lof growth the new state board.and staff insti-
Auted new programs and'monitored standards and rcqunrcmcmq all in
close Lonsulmuon with the collcgcs themselves. The state Ull‘l‘lcd out
all new programs mandated by thele rislature and assumed the rcspon-' :
sibility for community colleges fornierly held by the'State Board of -
- E dumuon but the rolé of local hoards was carefully prcscrvcd @nd n
strcngthm"cd -~ At
: One mry Larly actions of the new Board of qucrnors of
.Community Colleges was ‘to remove state- mandatcd courses for the
associate arts dcgrce The intention was to give local boards maximym
lautudc in revision of rcqmremcnts for degrees, mcludmg consndera-
tlon of . cxp;ncnce and self-¢ducation. During that time the Board of
vacrnors was heavnly mvolved in approval of additional community
collcge ‘campuses, rescarch “and data-gathering, credentials, /district

-

‘e

A}

“.*. organization, .opcrational finance ~cap|tal outlay, facilities planning,

cthnic prograuns, a;‘prcnuceshlp programs, continuing educﬁtlon oc-
_ cupational training, education program approvals and yhaster plan-
" ning, interstate district cooperation, utilization standafds, cost and
construction standards, and other planning and sel?Zce functions.
Local boards survived this'state activity Because of the careful delinea-
tion of functions between the state:and local authormg . '
~“In those years that system of- governance of tR community col-
leges was dexqonstrably successful by any standard. The early state
board members and staff recognized that the genius of the community *
collcge was its relationship and responsiveness to/local communities.
The people of California had a direct lmpact on what went on in their
.eommunity colleges, ‘and they felt a part of these/ colleges. Local con- .
_trol led to healthy diversity and innovation.
Local management of community colleg must be maintained
"if these colleges are to remain true to the basi reasor\§or their exis-
tence. This means that state agencies, while ¢ rrying dut their state
roles, should in no way diminish the responsibilities of local boards.
One of the most far‘reaching changes in the nature of students
attending. public community colleges, and one to which each college
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must remain locally responsive, is the great number of adylts aged

fe twenty-five to forty-five who want to improve their job skills or obtain a

broader educational background, One reason for the increased num-
ber of adults in higher educatl is the constantly changing job mar-

ket, with an increasing number of women entering the work force and .

competing for available jobs.

Many state officials and legislators understind the direct rela-
tionship between unemployment and the lack of vocational skills being
g taught. While it may be true that by the mid-1970s this nation had an

oversupply of bachelor's degree-holders, it is also true that millions of
Americans are still not adequately educated to hold jobs requiring an
associate degree dr less. The need for basic verbal and mathematical
skills and- postsecondary vocational edudation is forcing the state to
realize that more attention must be given to all aspects of adult educa-
' "+ tion, and there is an increase in state agency interest in services ren-
dered by community colleges. C
. ~ Since 1960, when the Master Plan was developed, occupational
) education ehrollments in California community colleges have gone up
Tt 266 percent, a much faster proportionate rate than all other commu-
", nity college enrollments, In 1964 the percentage of students in occupa-
 tional education was 42 percent. This rose to 58 percent in 1968, and
since then has gone up to 62 percent. o
California's community colleges are also performing a signifi-

cant and economical function of providing programs for transfer to .

four-year institutions. Thére is no question about the high quality of
these programs. All evaluations have consistently shown that commu-
nity college transfer students perform as well or better academically
than so-called “native” students in universities and four-year colleges,

If higher education in California, or in any other state, is to
work, each part of the system must be an equal partner. The smooth

and equitable transfer of students from community colleges to four-

year institutiops is an absolute necessity to the functioning of the

'+ higher education system. Any capricious constraints on transfer of

community college students would render the Master Plan almost

~meaningless, would hamper the educational progress of students, and
would significantly increase the cost of higher education.

Community colleges have consistently requested «quity with
native students for transfer students. Any.reexamination of the gover-
nance of higher education should determine whether all transfer stu-
dents from a community college are afforded equality with students

. who have completed their lower-division work in universities and four-
year colleges. This means equal treatment in registration procedures,
- equal access to;najors, and'equal criteria by which students move from

.
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- lower division to upper division. Moreqver. studies should consider
whether any requlrements for grade-point averages should be lmposed
differently on native and transfer students.

Until 1973 the community colleges in California were con-
cerned that recommendations in the Master Plan for financing com-
munity colleges had not been implemented. The Master Plan recom-
mended that fifty thousand students be diverted from the university
and state colleges to community colleges, and that state funding for

community colleges therefore be increased to 45 percent. The commu- -

nity colleges absorbed a great deal more than fifty thousand additional
students, but until 1973 the state percentage of support remained

about the same: approximately 83 percent. The rest was provided -

largely by local property taxpayers?‘

Shifting these students from state-supported four-year institu-
" tions amounted to a transfe; of about $30 million a year from state fin-
‘ ancmg to local financing. The cost per full-time student in a commu-
nity college was about $900: Of that, the state provided only about
- $300, leaving about $600 to be paid by local property taxpayers. Cali-
fornia’s commuynity colleges could not have survived for long wnthout a
greater share of financing from the state. :
Because of this critical need'and because of issues such as the
Serrano v. Pnest case and changes in the age of majority and in resi-
dency requuements ‘state leaders in California changed the ﬁnancmg
pattern of community colleges. Startmg in 1913* the legislature has in-
creased state support for community college§'to 42 percent. This legis-
lation provides for additional funds for commumty colleges, including

. funds for property tax rollbacks. :
Earlier, there had been no provmon in law for annual increases
in apportioning state funds to community colleges, and sych-a proce-
" dure was needed to provide at least some minimal stability. Ample evi-

per student in California’s community colleges had declined markedly
" “durifg the past two decades. The new legislation not only provided a
higher base/ but also included increases per average daily attendance
for succeedmg years. In addition, the loss of some federal funds was
recouped by the commumty colleges from local property taxes.

- Another area of distinction between state and local authority is
that of capital expenditures and facilities planning. Each community
college should not be planned in the same way and for the same num-
‘ber of students, since each region has unique eharacteristics and needs.

- While the early state board approved capital outlay for the community

 colleges, it did not attempt to take over the plannipg of facilities. Asa
result, there was an acceptable delineation of funcuo‘f; at the state and

P <0
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local levels in this area, and this has been fundamental to the success of
the Californja community colleges. o .

Since their existence depends upon it, community colleges
make concentrated cfforts to reflect the needs of th¢#r own local com:

munities, and local boards should be as free as possible from state

restraints. Every community college should not have identical goals
and priorities. Ta do so would ignore the role of community colleges
and would neglect the differing needs of more than a million commu-
nity college students and their communities.

The great strength of the community colleges lies in their boards
of trustees, elected locally and accountable to the people of their com-

, munities. It is they who decide matters of college budgets, -salaries,

curriculum, local governance, management, and supervision. Each of
California’s seventy community college districts has five or seven

~ trustees who are legally empowered to govern their district; some dis-

tricts have one college, while others are multicollege districts with up to
nine campuses. This arrangement of state and local sharing of func-
tions has worked well, and these delineated functions of local boards of
trustees account for what is known in-California as “local control.”

In the area of personnel the state has wisely left the matter of
hiring and assignment of personnel to local management. Instead, the
state board concentrated on streamlining the credentialing operation,
making credential requirements simpler and less rigid and costly, leav-
ing more decisions up to local boards.

The continued success of the California community colleges is
directly related to the ability of local boards to remain free from overly

-ambitious state agencies. Vigilance is constantly needed. The desire to

extricate ' local. administrators from increasing numbers of hours
devoted to collective bargaining may, for example, move the locus of -

- control closer t6 the state. A uniform state salary schedule may some-

day relieve local boards and-administrators of this burden, but the
price could well be a shift from state coordination to state control.’
Virtually every important development in community college
education is the result of innovations stemming directly from local
boards being free from state uniformity. By concentrating on the first
two years of college and by emphasizing counseling and teaching, local
boards have developed and implemented a large number of innova-
tions. Many new ideas being discussed in higher education today have

 already been in effect in the community colleges for a number of years.
+ For example, California community collegés have been using “classes

without walls” and autotutorial labs for years. Also in use are multi-

‘media centers and classrooms; instructional television; cooperative

education, including various forms of work experience at the sites of -

30
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. employers; storefronts, satellites, and’other off-campus learning cen-

ters; mobile advisement centers and classrooms; short courses incor-
_porating residential weekends; and cohcurrent enrollments.

Two modes of closed-circuit TV are now in use; vndeotapes
piped in on order from the campus TV center to the classroom, and in-
stant tapinig and replay facilities allowing students in various training
situations to view themselves in the classroom.

Apprentlceshlp programs and community service programs are
in wide use in California, probably more so than in any other state.
Community services include educational, cultural, and recreational
programs that meet community needs beyond the normal confines of
the college’s instructional program. These are fully supported by local
districts without any financial aid from the state. These informal
learning alternatives provide opportunmes for all ages and educatlonal
levels of the tommunity's citizens.

Experimental colleges have also been started on some "cam-
puses. Students suggest courses. The college supplies rooms and cre-
dentialed instructors, approves the courses, and gives credit for them. .
If the course attracts enough students and has appropriate content, it
may be made part of the regular curriculum. Another ihnovation is the
use of “contracts” allowing students to study full-time on one subject
for a short peridd, take the approprlate examinations, then go on to
another contract.

The increased use of all these innovative forms of alternative
higher education in California will continue only if there continues to

“be a clear policy of leaving local boards with the responsibility of man-
aging the destinies of their own communities’ colleges, Much will be
determined by the action of the governor. If he or she expresses confi-
dence in California’s historic system of local governance, ‘then the
Department of Finance wil 'have to be gitided and restrained accord- )
mgly he legislature’s rol¢ is also important. If it qonnmi"es to place, %,

~ major program and fiscal responslblhty with its own constltuents—_ NS
locally elected board ‘members— then .the California’ Postsecondary,-'
Education Commission will continue to be an advnsony ‘Ageéniy, ‘not 4. [
control and regulatory agency, And. the current staté board—even". - * -~
with its new board members and staff changes——w111 be réquired to -
adhere to its statutory injunction of carrymg out its responsibilities - - o
while insuring maximum local control. '

If California voters re]ect perennial attempts to strip local
- boards of property tax resources, then the state will have no reason to
impose greater state control over the collegés. But if financial resources
for community colleges are shifted dramatically from. local to’state
level, then there, w1ll inevitably be a shift of functlons from local to

’
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state level. A major premise in the preservation of local autonomy is
that there-must be a substantial, direct investment— not by the state—
but by local taxpayers in their community colleges. If that is ever
changed, so, inexorably, will be the role and governance of these in-
stitutions, ’ :

A
b

3
~a

Sidney W. Brossman served for many years as the
chancellor of the board of governors of the California
community colleges. He is currently the director of
instructional services for the San Diego Community

College District. _ ‘ , .
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o/ ~ More financial support by state government

JSor local compmunity colleges nead not
result z%it:bnal State controls.

balancing state and
local control in

Florida’ nuni Il

. Florida’s community colleges

/‘\ L harold james-owen, jr.
. . , . - ' N

. N ' . . - ‘

Many people speak out against the drift toward increései?ét% control
where local control of community colleges formerly xj or was the -

" norm. A number of people assbcidted with.public coﬁ;xnity colleges  °
claim that greater dependency on jtate fiscal support!will lead to state
control. In feality, this need not bé\the case. Florida is an example of

 this;*as statéd by Lou Bender (L97/5. ..36): “Florida, for the past five

‘years, has dulite successfully demonstrated that full state funding of
operating and capital costs can beput into effect while leaving institu-
tional policy jurisdictiohs with a local board of trustees and maintain-
ing a coordinating state structure for community colleges.” * .
This coordination role for the Florida State Department of |
Education, Division of Community Colleges, has been well laid out by ;,
Lee Henderson, the state director of Florida's community colleges. Q’ .
Henderson believes Florida has balanced state support in cooperation
with local governance under the twenty-eight local district boards of
trustees. - ‘.~ ¢ ' : :

New Directions for Community Colleges,23, 1978 e , ot 25
-+ .o - ! B
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the cHanging scene

Historically, the community cplleies in Florida had their gene-
sis under the governance of the local school boards for the counties
they served. Then, in 1968, the control shifted to local district boards

. of trustees arid by 1970 funding had been shifted to 75 percent or more
state support with the remainder coming from student fees and federal
sources. From time to time the legislature and the State Board of Edu-
cation (SBE) have reemphasized in law and regulation their support
for local control for Florida's community colleges, While this reaffir-
mation of local control has been occurring, however, other factors
have also emerged: (1) The population of the state has grown. (2) The
average age of the population has increased. (8) The annual FTE state-
wide'enrollment in the community colleges has grown in 1977-78 to
175,000/FTE (about 525,000 students), but due to inflation, the reve-
nue of the state has not been able to keep up with this growth. (4) Leg-
islators have been reluctant to tax any sigaificant untapped revenue
sources. (5) Enrollment, whith-had been growing by leaps and bounds,
began to level off, a fact that has had a negative effect on funding for-,
mulas based on enrollments. (6) New clientele are demanding to be
served. . :

Counteryailing forces have balanced any drift toward state con-:
trol. Beyond tll?e act that statutes and regulations have continually
emphasized the role of the local district board of trustees, the ‘strong
tradition and the distinctive philosophy of the directors of the Division -

-of Community Colleges has been significant. Florida has fortunately
had only two state directors for community colleges in more than two

"decades, Both have continually felt that major decisions can best be

. made at the local level and that coordination does not have to mean

sameness or require standardization among the institutions,

pressures against local control

A great many factors have threatened continued locat control :
for Florida's community colleges in fhe last several years. Some legisla-
tors and others in state government have called for standardization to
reach a “qu{lity” performance level. Further, some legislators have
asked why control at the state level should not follow the funding
source. - iy ' - :
Other factors impinging on local control are: e
. The Admindstrative PROCEDURES Act, Ch. 120, Florida Stat-
utes, has affected all state and local agencji.}lAny rule, fee, degree
program, or major catalog change requires D blic hearing preceded

L —’“3 . :5,;\
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by an advemsement of twenty-one days prior to the hearing. No one
really disagrees with the intent of keeping the population informed

prior to the establishment of new administrative rules or regulations by.

state or local agencies, but the paper work, red tape, and delay this act
causes the colleges are enormous, and local control is weakened
because of the costs and exéesslve time required for compliance. -

The Equal Access/Equal Opportunity program as established
in Florida as a response tffthe Adams case has been embraced by Flor-
ida’s community colle The goals for admission anid employment of

-women, blacks, the handlcapped and other minorities are-laudable

and great progress is being made by the community colleges. However,
this program requires extensive semiannual-4®ports and many colleges
point out the cost of compliance and the fact that outside agencies—in
this case HEW. and the federal courts— are impinging on local control.
.The Technical Program Review procedures recently inaugu-
rated have been developed under the standards of accountability
found in SBE Rule 6A-14.61. These standards call for accountability

by-each college and assign to the director of the Division of Community" - R

Colleges the role of technical review of all-new programs of study.

While the-district board retams the ability to establish any program it -

deems appropriate; the ﬂndmgs of the division’s technical review must

.be presented to the board pnor to and along with the discussion of

each new program. ’

The Publzc Employees Relatwm Act of 1974 represents another |

instance where an outside force impinges on the local board. Florida is

‘basically the only state in the Sauth at this point with a-comprehensive
labor-management relatlons a%: covering all public employees, both

state and local. The prov1s10ns f this act involving collective bargam-
ing elections and contracts havr’l: a direct effect upon the organization,
procedures, and personnel poll es of a local institution.

The Management Information System (MIS) in Florida’s ‘com-
munity: colléges is well develorrd and functioning 'well. Much of the

data gathered through this system are helpful to the management of '

Florida’s corhmunity colleges. So much information is gathered and
disseminated that the data are often used in ways that were not in-
tended. Furthermore, the data are often not arranged exactly the way
some other agency of state government wants it, resulting in further

surveying or rearrangement of the data. The need for further data to

answer questions raised by the initial data regularly adds cost burdens

to the local institution. The mformanon gathered provxdes the basis on’

which the state may provide mote direction to local institutions, and
such data may lead to future legislative controls.
.. . Community Instructzonal Service (CIS) prog'ralxns help thou-
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. sands of Flori(ﬁa?é deal with problems of health, safety, environmental -
concerns, governmental difficulties, and family and child rearing.
However, because some community colleges impraperly bffered avoca- ‘
tional and recreational courses under this community instructional ser-
vices category, the legislature threatened to end staté support for the
entire program. Through a compromise, the program was allowed to.

. ‘continue, with state control to discourage abuses. Now the identified
problems to be addressed and thé“courses proposed must be reviewed
by the State Department of Education, which rules on whether the
courses address the problems. In addition, regular reports showing fees
and enrollments must be filed, and most of these reports are subject to
“audit by the auditor general. _ S B j
The Auditor General is the independent legislative auditoPwho
evaluates all agencies receiving state funds on an anQualfbasis.__ Every- .
one recognizes that additors should be diligent in the performance of \
their duties and uncover,misappropriation of funds and wrongdoing
wherever it existst However, several commubnity colleges feel, that the -
audit functions have been misused. Rather than ascertaining whether s

! or not funds have been misused, the audit has become a detailed per- - -

formance audit of state law, regulations, and all local rules and poli-

cies. In some cases the audit has intruded into the décision-making role

of the local board of trustees with far-reaching inquiries and subjective  «

judgments against corftinuing to meet a problem in a particular way or

by a particular procedure. . y

o ~Through proviso language the state legislature in the appropri- .

- ation bill providing support for community colleges may incorporate
language that says in effect: You may'spend the funds appropria;edm‘\,-]

E provided you do not do this or that. Some feel this is a “side-d6or”
.method of reaching a goal'locally that should have been introduced

( and debated as a regular;part of the legislature’s policy, . . - .
.+ Imthe area of occupational programs, the State Department of ~
. Edugation distributes federal vocational €ducation dollars te approved

', - individual vocational projects, with funding based on an overall er-

» - titlement established by state’ formula. This process limits the local
board in that the board has little latitude tg expend these funds. Fur-
ther, under the program planning process, the Department of Educa-

" tion speciffes the needs assessment factors by which the need for new

_ otcupational pfograms will be judged. In addition, the DﬂiVisionao‘\f'

* . Vocational Educatiori and the Division of Community Colleges are
working on a mandatory program review process, which in the future,
will likely be utilized for the eVa»%uatior{ of all occupational programs in

‘community colleges. T e

. ; Guidelines development provides a fertile field in which Depart-

3 ment of Education staff may potentially impinge on local boards by
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writing guid#lines, for certlficatlon placement and follow-up account-.

gablhty, or personnel retention. These guidelines expand upon the lan-

guage or ‘scope contemplated\_y)the legislature or the State Board of -

Education when a rule is originally developed. This may happen if suf-
ficient opportunity is not provided for institutional i input.

The overall data gathermg and reportmg requzrements to meet
the needs’ of the various agencies with which a .community college .

. works have'become burdensome. A recent report completed at Florida

. Junior College at Jacksonville indicates that 161" different, recurring -
 reports for state and federal agencies are required évery year. The time.

and personnel required to gather and report the data are tremendous.
State and federal agencies have been made aware of this problem and
steps are being taken to consolidate many reports. Nonetheless; these
requrrements are time consuming and often hinder the local board in
dorng its job and- meetlng local needs. The availability of more infor-

" mation about individual institutions at the state level also prowdes the

.vehicle for increhsed: state control

'’ -t

opportunities for local input

If one travels from Pensacola to Key West across Florida, one
sees many distinct communities with a variety of local needs. The con-
tinual attempt to meet unique logal demands and needs has become

| . the hallmark of Florida's twenty-eight community colleges. Contlnulng ‘

to meet these needs in a penod of diminishing resources is a great
ghallenge.
' Let us look at several recent developments that give local. boards
maximum ﬂCXIblllty in carrying out their assignients. In most cases

this is achieved through task forces, committees, or councils that have

strong institutional input. These enable iWstrtutrons to be accountable-. .

" and adhere to acceptable’ standards without becommg standardized.

: Accountabzlzty standards are being unplemented this year in
Florida's community colleges in the areas of needs assessment, -student
goals, personnel decisions, equal access and equal opportunity, pro-
gram planning, program evaluation, and the differentiation between
policies and procedures. These guidelines will provide a maximurm

Hegree of flexibility. for each local board to shéw accountabrlrty in each

area without a prescribed format. - | -

Articulation between community colleges and state universities
Jhas been improving steadily for two decades in Florida and has now
reached an enviable level. Much of this success can be attributed to the
.. Articulation Coordinating Committee, which includes two representa-
tives from the State Departmént of Education, staff from the office of
the commissioner of education, and personnel from individual institu-
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- . tions. The plan gives each community college the ability t‘(p‘ devell[)p its
~&_ own graduation and general education requiréments for i{ansfgr stu-
. - dehts and requires the state universities to accept the general.éduca-
tion requirements and the completed Associate in Arts degree as well
as to admit the students as juniofs." C o ‘\\ '
_ Coord;'natz'ng councils for vocational-technical,~adul} general,
and community instructional services programs are mandated foreach
community college distriet. Since public schools, communityicolleges, _
*,'and state universities are encouraged to resolve issues through this pro-
cess, many concerns.are settleq in a local environment. The ofieration
of coordinating councils on a lotal basis to solve local or regional prob-. -
- léms has been successful in many areas of the statl(\‘ \ TN
- The common course numbering project began in 1971. %‘?out
fifty thousand courses from all community colleges and state univer-
sities were reviewed over several years, principally by faculty member
discipline-based task forces. Because institutionally based faculty jpar-
.ticipated in a comprehensive review process, the course numberinglsys-
tem will be reasonable for most community colleges to implement. The
* most vocal opposition to this program has come from state univerdity -
~ faculty and administrative staff. They fear an intrusion into their :113_-
vdemic disciplines and that someone will tell them what courses 'fo
teach. ‘ S : - © i
Four representqtive councils with appropriate standing and ad -
hoc committees provide much of the planning and coordination for tht
- Division of Community Colleges each year. The councils of presidents
instructional affairs, student affairs, and business affairs are compose
of representatives from each institution, and meet regularly through-
out the year. They provide for a constant opportunity for local input
into the overall coordination of the. institutions as each gouncil deyel7”
ops annual goals and -objectives. Other committees for SBE riil‘e%rexd \\
for staff anésprogram develppment function similarly, with continual \\ /

~ " participation o the part oflocal institut@\s. . i . /
. whatdoesthe futurehold? -

4 - - . .
If oné reviews the eleven pressures impinging on local control as
well as the five examples of opportunities for local input, it is,clear that
r n ongying balance constantly being struck between state and
local control inFlorida’s community colleges. What is the. next step?
Where do we go from here? : . :

- The Florida legislature established a S;ate]unibr Collége Board
in 1957 to be responsible “for the establishment of statewide policy
regarding the operation of the public jurior colleges . . . subject to the
approval of the State Board” (Chapter 230.0100,.Florida Statutes).
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The State Junior College Board was abolished by the Governmertal -
Reorganization Act of 1968, and the State Community College Coun- -
cil, advisory to the director of the Division of Community Colleges, was
created This body still exists today. Storm warnings are on the horizon

in 1978, however The director of the Division of Community Colleges, "
ina position paper citing the nged for a statg,board for community col-
leges, noted that over the last decade, “State-level actions have been
subject to individual whim and political pressure rather than being
made mainly on-a systemwjde statesmanlike approach. State coordina-
tion has also. been weakened, and the cumulative effect of these
changes has been a loss of direction of the system; feelings of uncer-
tamty and cbange in the local mstmmons and a breakdown in com-
munications’, between local boards and state agencies” (Henderson
1977, pp. 2- 8) The State Cohmunity College Council has drafted
proposed leglslatlon to be submitted to the Florida legislature during
the 1978 session. The draft carefully states a commitment to local con-

" - trol under a rﬂne member lay citizens board chosen from among exist-

ing members of local district boards of trustees, and appointed by the
governor for a rnax1mum of two four-year terms. Under the proposed
legislation, the director and staff of the present Division of Community
Colleges would, become the administrator and staff of the State Com-
munity College Coordinating Board, respectively. The present State
Community College Council endorsed the proposed legislation unani-
mously, with the feeling that the new board as proposed would not lead
to state control ovl\er Florida's community colleges. '

The varlous local district boards of trustees have faken positions
either for or agamst the proposal, and much discussion will undoubtedly

take place on this toplc during the 1978 leglslatrve session.) With the

natignal recognition accorded the system of community collegesin
Florida ovér the years, much attentign will be focused orl the outcome.
Many observers see the outcome as portendmg the future direction of *
Florida's community colleges, but even more to the point, some see the
adoption of the State Community College Coordinating Board as the

‘only viable way to resist further erosion of local control by the legisla-

3

", tor College Journal, 1968, 39 (4), 30-32.

tive and executive branch agencies of state government. Time will tell.
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" State coordination of locally controlled community
colleges is necessary an helpful, but it should be

conducted in a ‘joint partnership” approach.

i

state coordination of locally
controlled commumty colleges

fred |. wel lman
= . . \ -

In today’s complex and mterrelatec( soc1ety, no man is an “island unte

himself.” Also, no public community college can be a completely s self-
govemmg. independent, autonomous unit with an unrestricted control _
‘of its destiny and devoid of influence from outside sources—whether .

sugh influences come from students, taxpaykers faculty organizations,
state agencies, other educational institutions, state legislators, federal
officials, and the myriad special interest groups.
‘Society today just does not permit a 100 percent locally can-
trolled, ‘locally governed, and locally autonomous public community

college. Yet some authors and public cemmunity college officials still

seent to espouse the doctrine of locally coatrolled and locally govemed

. community colleges as if they were completely independent and auton-

omous from the influence of any other agency or orgamzatlon Other

people might say that the public community and junior colleges were

never completely autonomous and never should try to be.
g
‘trends toward staté control

There seems to be a growing trend toward more state funds and

. more state controls for commupity colleges, although the actions to

o

s
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9 . .
eliminate the state board in Nebraska and to modify the state office in
Nevada may signify a change in direction. Some authorities in‘recent
years have carefully studied the problem and offéred some good insight
for action. Bender (1975) analyzed the issue of federal and state con-
trols on community colleges, and he provided recommendations to
help maintain community-based colleges while recognizing the struc-
ture of state government., -' .
In a report prepared in cooperation with the National Council
of State Directors of Community/Junior Colleges, Wattenbarger and

. Starnes (1976) identified the financial support patterns for community

colleges, and noted that there were increases in state funding for com-
munity colleges in many states. In a series of Teports on state legislation

- pertaining to community colleges, -also conducted in cooperation with -
the National Council of State Directors of Community/Junior Col-
leges, Martorana and M¢Guire (1976) and Martoranagand Nespoli
(1977) identified the numerous items of state legislation on community
and junior colleges— both those proposed and those passed into law -
in recent years. It is easy to see from these reports that the role of state
government on the control and governance of community colleges is
increasing. '

need for state coordination

On the other hand, many authors see the primary role of the

I

. .- state agency, state board, and/or state director as coordination of the

community college program within the state. In an earlier issue of New
Directions for Community Colleges entitled Coordinating State Sys-.
tems (1974) -there were eleven articles on the topic of coordination;
they stressed cooperation and partnership bgtween local and state com-

" munity college officials.

One might argue that in our political system the state under the -
state constitution is supreme, with the federal government and local

*s,governments having only those powers permitted or delegated by the

states. Education is considered to be a state responsibility under most
state constitutions, although significant responsibility and authority is
usually delegated by statute to local school boards, andfto local com-
mupity college boards in those states with locally governdd community
colleges. Political scientists would probably argue, though, that even in
such states with local boards of trustees for community colleges, the
state under its constitutional authority and responsibility is still ulti-
mately accouritable for the effective operation of the program.

. Itisimpossible, however, for the state_to effectively administer
a community college program to serve local needs, particularly in

%
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states such as Illinois that have a long and successful history of local
. initiative, local governance, localdeadership, and local financial sup-
~ port for education. It is the thesis of this chapter that'the management
and administration of ¢community college education is best left to local
officials while the role of state officials is primarily coordination and
leadership.- Control and govérnance in reality then becomes a shared
responsibility—a partnership to provide the resources to meet the edu-
cational needs of citizens of the community college district, remember-
-ing that such citizens are residents of both the district and the state.
Local ofﬂcials and state ofﬂcxals each have roles and responsxbxhtxes to
meet the joint goal of serving society.

State coordination of locally controlled commumty colleges is
necessary in most major aspects of commumty college \education,
including: (1) establishment and expansion of commumty colleges,
(2) approval of new educational programs and services, (3) acquisition -
of a site and facilities, (4) provision of adequgate financial support,
(5) adoption of general policies and procedures gﬂ‘:ining to students,

- and (6) development of a research and managemelit information sys-
tem. The following sections will discuss the need for state coordination
in each of these six major areas, along with some of the problems that
develop with such state coordination, focusing on some actual condi-
tions and examples in the state of Illinois. The system of public com-
munity colleges in Illinois, which includes thirty-nine districts with
fifty-one community colleges, basically follows the principles of (1) re-
sponsibility for the governance, administration, and pperation of the
community colleges being vested in local boards, and’{2) responsibility
for statewide planning, coordination, and leadership being vested in a
'state board (Illinois Community College Board 1974, 1975)

3

state coordination‘/of district organizatLon

It is important to have a state agency or state board playing a
key role in the establishment and expansion of community colleges and
their districts throughout ‘the state. The state agency 1s necessary to
implement the prowsxons of the state statute regardmg the establish-
ment and expansion of community college districts, and such an
agency should develop a statewide master plan for the state’s commu-
nity college program. The state statute or state agency may_set mini-
mum requirements for new districts in areas such as populatioi\poten-
tial students, tax rates, equalized assessed valuation, and geographic
area. The state statute and/or state agency will usually also set proce-
dures for establishing or expanding a community college district. Simi-
lar provisions may be used for'establishiug new community colleges
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where districts are not formally organized and for*establishing new

community colleges within a district. ' v
Statewide coordination of the establishment and expansion of

districtsis necessary to prevent unnecessary competition amori‘é local

. factions and to resolve conflicts that develop among local groups com-

ppeting forthe same te‘g'n'tory. A state community college agency is usu-
ally in the Best position to serve as referee when such disputes arise.

The state agency can also take the leadership when there is no
local initiative to provide community college services in some terrijto-
ries. For example, it is not unusual in Illinois for two, three, and some-
times fQur community college districts to compete for the same parcel
of additional territory, while in other parts of the state there may be lit-
tle or no effort to bring a particular territory into a community college
district. Some parts of the state may have voted three or four times

. before they decided whether they wanted to participate in a commu-

nity college district.

On the other hand/local control may be limited by'state coordi-
natidn of the establishment and expansion of community college dis-
tricts. Having to follow state rules and procedures may restrict some
local decisions. Somie new districts in Illinois were rejected because they
did not meet minimum population, tax rate, or equalized assessed val-

_uation requirements, even though local citizens may have filed a peti-

. tion or resolution for new districts op/annexations to existing districts.

In other Cases, the state agency may have encouraged.annexations of
. territory to existing districts in order to help bolster the size and tax .

* base of an existing district —sonfetimes against the wishes of many local

residents and even though there might have been financial- advantages
for such citizens to join another district. Some would view a state deci-
sion to bolster a small district as a proper role for a state agency, while
others might view it as interference with local decision-making. .
state coordination of educatignal I
programs and services “?\ '
Some people complain about the loss of adademic freedom and
infringement of local control when state coordination of educational
programs and services is mentioned. However, such state coordination
is necessary to eliminate unnecessary Yuplitesion among community
college districts and between commu ity colleges and other educa-
tional agencies. State coordination is also important to meet certain
statutory responsiblities such as to assure that minimum requirements
are met. State coordination of ‘éducational programs and services can
be corisidered a form of state licensure and certification for the protec-
N _ S
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ion of the-consumer—the student and the taxpayer who both beneﬁ

from the educatio

nal programs and services.

Without some state agency review and planmng, there might
be chaos in the provision of educational programs and services., For
.example, the first district that offers a particular program that has
'potentially limited enrollments and high cost may not be the most ap-

propriate district
districts may-mm

to do so. Without state coordination, two or more

ate the same limited-enrollment, high-cost program
in the same region. Proper §;at€65§imat10n of educational programs
and services can provide an orderly and democratic procedure for the
development of new programs, can ehcourage cooperative programs
among districts, can encourage the transfer of a program (including
equipment and staff) from a district where it is no longer viable to-
another district in which it"is needed, and can promote the develop-
ment of new methods of dell(lery on a multiple-district basis when
single districts may not be able to afford such programs: The Illinois
Commumty Colege Board, for example, has helped sponsor several

consortiums of co

mmunity colleges for the development and distribu-

_tion of videotapes for educational television classes. The state agency

“can sponsor special seminars and workshops to train leaders to develop

new educational programs and services and improve existing ones.

' Of course, state coordination of educational programs and ser-
ices can sometimes hinder local control. The forms, procedures and

Bureaucracy of state coordination can stifle local initiative, delay the

introduction of new educational programs and ser‘ucgi to meet imme-

diate local rieeds, frustrate local officials, and promote feelings, usid-™ >~ ~

ally unfounded, that the state agency favors certain lodi’idsi“s ricts over

other districts when decisions are made. ®Local officials;

ally state, -

and with-some merit, that if they make the wrong decision on the

establishment of a new program or service, the error will correct itself - °

naturally within a

few years if too few students respond to the new pro-

* posal, and financial analysis prompts local officials to drop the pro-
ials argue that when funds are expended for new - -

-gram. State offic
equipment and fa

cilities and staff is hired for the program, it is expen-

sive and time-consuming to dismantle a limited enrollment program.
A better approach is to coordinate the planning of new programs in
+ order to prevent or reduce the problems of eliminating iﬂprog‘ram at-a

later date.,

8
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state coordination on sites and facilities

* State coordination of selection sites for the permanent cam-

pus and the desi

’

' h)
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gn and constructlon of facnlmes has much mer{g&
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Theoretically, the state is in the best position to develop a statewide
master plan on the location of community colleges in order to prevent
two campuses from inadvertently being located too close to each other
and to avoid having large gaps within the state ‘where no campus‘is
within reasonable commuting distance of potential students. ' ’

A state agency involved in numerous site selections and con--

struction of facilities can develop guidelines that might prove helpful

to local trustees who may be involved in site selection only once in their
life and may have little expertise in such actions. /Al too often, local

, trustees complain that they depended too heavily on an architecgi)r

' contractor and then lived to regret it later; they wonder why the stixe

dommunity’ college agency did not warn them ‘and provide more,
leadership, , Lo

However, a state agency may also\hinder the local community -
college officials with state requirements that are not appropriate toa
local area. A minimum requirement of twenty acres for a community
college site may not be suitable for high density urban areas and cer-
tain requirements for a.cemmunity college library may not be appro-
priate if a community library is already located aeross the street from
the college. In some cases, other state agencies specializing in construc-

tion projects may have a key role anid may have special rules. that are

not.appropriate for an educational institution. The involvement of sev-

“eFal state agencies in construction can cause lengthy delays, force rising

A

costs partiqularly in a period gf inflation, remove responsiblity from
local officials (even though they have to live with the final product
when it is completgd), and cause frustration for both local and state
officials. ) : o .
Fortunately, although site selection and facility construction of-

ten cause tempers to rise and causé. disagreemtents among loal and

state officials, the projects are eventually completed and prove rela-
tively useful considering the problems with architects and contractors.
Students are served and taxpajers generally receive the best deal when
local and state officials combine efforts on site selection and construc-

tion projects. ‘

ot
state coordination on finance

State coordination is important for healthy and efficient com-
munity college operations.in both the provision of financial suppart for A

' community colleges and the provision of policies and procedures per-

taining to financial operations. : .
- For many locally controlled community colleges, theﬁcal prop-

erty tax is the primary and sometimes the only form of 16C] tax sup.
. .
C
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port. Since the property tax usually does not have the flexibility and
fairness of an income tax and sales tax, the local district has to depend
on some state financial support since the state govemment‘usually con-
trols the izrédme tax and sales tax collections. State coordination of the

distribution of state aid for community colleges is important to the sur-

vival of the locally controlled community college, because without state

- aid, many community colleges today would have to restrict their offer-
ings, particularly of hlgher -cost vocational-technical educational -
.programs.

State coordination is also 1mportant in trymg to equahze state
support among districts if there is great variation in the wealth per stu-
.dent among the community college districts. Special assistance may
‘have to be provided for the poorer districts that do not have sufficient
local property tax wealth to meet 2 minimum state foundation level.
Also, a special state agency is important for those states with student
tuition/fees to assist in special financial support through scholarships,
loans, grants, and work-study programs for needy students who could
not afford to pay high student tuition and/or living costs to attend
college. -

Basic policies and procedures for the financial operation of the

.community colleges are usually the responsibility of a state agency.

Such coordination is important to assure the state legislators and
agency officiils that state dollars are being properly and fairly spent.,

Such coordination may include procedures for filing state aid claims, a ~
‘uniformi accounting system, a uniform audit procedure,-and a uniform

unit cost study. The state agency would have the responsibility for the
collegtion, analysis, and distribution of uniform financial data from
the various comraunity college districts. Such financial data might be
part of a/Iarger management information system and msmutlonal
research program coordinated by the state agency. The state agen y
should coordinate the efforts of the system of public community

ges to obtain state financial support so that a coordinated statewxde

f?rg is made on behalf of the total system.
and regulations regarding the financial operations of the community
colleges, particularly when they do not understand the reasons for such
rules and regulations and the abuses that occurred in the past to
prompt such actions. One of the major tasks of a state coordinating
board for community colleges is to state clearly why regulations are

‘needed. Effective communications are essential to good relations be-
tween the state coordmatmg board and local boards. __

Since there is seldom sufficient funds to meet’ ‘all requests for

educational programs and services, there. 1s~frequently conflict between

Y
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Local officials are ‘often concerned by the numeérous state rules . .
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local and state officials on the allocation of state funds, particﬁlarly_if
complicated formulas exist and certain programs are funded at higher
levels than others. If state aid provides more money for some programs

than for others, some local officials may be tempted to offer the pro-
grams that result in higher state aid, while discouraging those pro-
grams that result in lower state aid. This frequently means that certain
- adult education and community service programs do not obtain the
-, support needed by both local and state officials, whilé the baccalaure- '
- ‘ate-oriented and vocational-technical offerings benefit from’ extra

local and state financial tax support.

state coordination relating to students . ,

Generally, a state agency does not, and should not, involve itself
with detailed policies and procedures pertaining to students, but there
- aresome cases when state action may be appropriate. For example, the
Illinois Community College Board adopted some very general policies’
pertaining to the admission of sixteen- and seventeen-year-old stu-
dents, to_the admission of students when classes were requested by
labor unions and other special groups, and to the provision of ‘basic
student services such as placement and testing. A study group in Illi-
nois is currently reviewing counseling services in the community col-
leges with the possibility of developing some general guidelines for the
operation and evaluation of counseling. State policies_are also appro-
priate for students entering 3 community college from. other districts
and from out of state. L v '

The state agency should not be involved in numerous detailed
and specific policies and procedures regarding students, except where
necessary for fair and equitable state funding among districts. Policies
and procedures on students are best left to local boards because of the
great variation in student needs and local circumstances. Flexibility
and quick responsiveness to student problems is needed and this can be
better han%led_loc'a,lly. ' - i

‘«
v
=,

state coordination of research and
management information systems

Lach (1976) has described the need for statewide coorﬁtion
of institutional research in the community colleges. An effective state-
wide institutional research and management information systegn can
provide both local and state officials with accurate and current data on
students, programs, finances, and other aspects of the community col-
lege operation including follow-up studies of stugents who leave the

-y Y
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 college. It would be very difficult for individual colleges to develop *

their own management information system and institutional research
program that could provide data comparable with that of other insti-
tutions without some state coordination of the efforts. Uniform defini-
tions and data collection procedures are mpohant to any such effort -
for meaningful and comparable data. The research and managetnent
mformatlon system can prov1de valuable assistance not only\for the
regular day-to-da ~operation of the college, but also in planmng,
development, and eyaluation of the college. *

. Occasionally] data submitted by anindividual college to a:
statewide program/may cause some embarrassment in the local dis-
trict. Usupally, adeguate explanation of such data can be made to pro-
tect ‘the local digtrict. Fortunately, the positive ‘aspects of the total

‘ management information system should outweigh the difficulties with”
- some data for selected institutions. Those colleges with favorable data -

can.effectively use such data to note their accomplishments, white the
colleges with unfavorable data can use such infermation for improve-

partniership qpproach
: .

State coordination does not mean that the state agency acts as
an ‘hsland unto itself.” State coorflination does not mean state dicta-
torshxp, but does require consultation and c00peratlon with the locay
districts in a joint effort to provide a better community college pro-

" gram for the citizens of the state. The Illinois Community College

Board and its staff utilize an extensive array of permanent and ad hoc
advisory groups and committees to involve local and state officials in’
joint planning and decision-making. Local community college trustees,

presidents, faculty, and students participate in these advisory groups
and ad hoc commxttegs with state board members 4nd staff. Many, but
not all, decisions aré mutually developed and are the result of much

. comipromise. State coordination of locally controlled community col-’

leges is necessary and 'h'e].pful but it should be conducted in a joint
partnership approacU it is to be of the greatest beneﬁt to both local
and state officials.

&
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Whatlis the place of a pdblz’c community
college gn a complex statewide network
of c‘oong;:atz'n‘g and planning agencies?

N
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a publécdmmumty coll eg
 iPa system of syst

william a koehnlme

~

Illinois is one of more than twenty states in which all public two- year -

colleges have local governing boards. Whether governed by a local city
board, county board, or district board, each college has a board of
trustees which has the full legal responsibility for governing. the com-

munity college, selecting the presiderit and faculty, and determining
the budget. In most cases, the members of these governing boards are
elected. In theory, these trustees, or board members, along with the
people who elected or appointed them, have the final ‘authority to.
. operate each public commumty college. In practice, important modi-

fications of this theory exist.

Beyond the local board in Illmoxs is what has been redundantly
described as a “system of systems.” For the community colleges this
‘means that not {nly is the local board not the highest authority in cer-
tain important c munity colle matters, but. the statewide coordi-
nating board for community ﬁg& is_also not- the hlghest -ranking
board exercising authority; in fact the statewide board is frequently
described by the obsolete and unofficial designation of “junior board” —
whereas the Illinois Board of Higher Education is the “higher board”
with all the pecking order connotation of that term.. In ipany impor-

_tant matters, the local board or an assdcjation representing all local
New Directions for Community Colleges, 23, 1978 5 . ’ 43
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boards. of the state proposes a course of action or reacts to a courgf}(:)f
action taken or proposed by the Illinois C munity College Board.
The ICCB reacts to this local board action and makes a recefnmenda-
tion to the IBHE. The higher board can and will overrule the' junior
board—and all the local boards of the state— unless. careful political

_preparation’ and sta?m'ork. often demanding support from local insti-
tutions and statewi9 advisory bodies, goes'on behind the scenes. Often
the local colleges and local boards have no opportunity t6 be involved
in these maneuvers. Their fate frequently depends on work they do not
even know is being done. o ' . .

- From the point of view of the local college and its locally elected
board in Illinois, it is not always obvious or apparent that the final
authiority is really the local body. It is true that the local board sets
local policy,~hires the-president, and adopts the budget. It is also true
that the state coordinating body adopts more official policies, proce-

- dures, and guidelines each year, - that ‘the policies, procedures, and
decisions of the local board must conform to those of the state board,.
and that the state agencies heavily influence the college budget both
on revenues and on expenditures. On a relatively trivial level, the col-.

*lege budget is required to meet state specifications as to form. This
means that a local college desiring to use a fnore sOphisticated and ana- .
lytical form of budget for, local purposes must .maintain two budgets
each year, identical in gross numbers, different in formal presentation.

: For new local trustees, this requirement is confusing the first year, and

annoying thereafter. , - :
' On a more serious level, the content of the budget is largely
deterniined by state-level agencies. Not only are rates of state appor-
tibnment for reimbursablé courses set each year late in the planning
cycle, but the number of categories'and the relative weighting of the
categories has fluctuated annually since the most recent statewide
study of the funding of community colleges. At one time there were as
few as two rates for matriculated students. At another there were as
many as sixteen different rates, eight for the first 103 percent of the
previous year’s enrollment, and eight more for enrollment beyond that
level. ' : ~ )

approval of courses and curricula .

The carriculum is circumscribed by statewide bodies to a much-
greater extent than the curriculum of tHe underlying high schools is in-
fluenced by the state. In fact, one of my administrative colleagues, who
\ has been superintendent of one of our districts since before the crea-

tion of the local college, still finds it difficult to conceijye the extent to -

which my planning is determined by the state. At a recent meeting he

~
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- asked me if I would. lmmedlatelyyexpalhd my vocational- techmcal cur-
riculum if I could obtain 30,000 to 46‘ 000 square feet of shop space
practically rent- free I told him that xn"y delay would be at least six
months, possibly a year, and that my understanding was that of all the
curricula we had requested for 1978- 7@ none were likely to be ap-
. proved. He had experienced nothing qm@e like that in his many years
i assuperintendent of a prestigious suburbah high school district. )
\ Let me trace for you the path that a proposed course, or more
! generally a curriculum, must follow after. the local staff has deter- -~
.\ mined that such a curriculum is desirable and feasible. :
\ The state now requires two separate; and partially redundant
\long range plans that include specific elements of long-range curricu- T
b.lar planning. First of these is the “One- and Erve-Year Plan for Voca-
tronal and Technical Education,” required each spring by the Depart-
rllxent of Adult, Vocational, and Technical Edhcatron an agency sep- -
arate from the Illinois Commumty College Board. This plan is
' relpurred each spring. The plan filed in 1978 is q “local plan for 1978-
~ 79and 1982-83 for vocational and’ technical education.” Second is the
“ngsource Allocation Management PlanfCommumty Colleges,” or <.
RAMP/CC. This plan is required each August. The plan filed in
August 1977 is subheaded.“FY 1979.” Its cumcular plan section covers

- _which has been an annual part of the college’ “next year” plan each
'.,yearr sl ce 1968-69, the year the district was formed and the board of -
" trustees was elected >
N Apart from these maJor annual occasrons for setting cumcular
plans, t‘}rere are four documented steps the college must take at one
time or \another to create or modify curricula. These steps are most
* "definitely set forth i in a document prepared October!5, 1976, called.
" “Intended Procedures for Review of Prog'rams to be Implemented in
FY 78 and in Subsequent Years.” They require coffipletion, on a tight :
schedule, jof Form 19, “Proposed New Units of Instruction,” of Form /
20, “App cafion for Approval of a New Unit of Instruction,” of Form °
20A, “Application for Approval of a'Curriculum,” and if the case of a
course change of any kind; Form 15, “Application for Approval .of
Course.” When the {;}ffﬁr who had responsibility for enfd;rclng this sys-
tem retired: this year, he was given a custommade’branding iron. The
_brand was very srg'mficant forall of us in Illrnoxs It sarg 193 ORM 15.” *
Ieases and renovatlons .
, 7 The pennanen;physrcal facrlltles are to'a large extenr funded
_ and toa consrderable extent lrmr;ed by state bodies. Oakton Commu-

.
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nity CO"CgC is hl_li]dihg its perrimanent r’vn.!'\vw ﬂn-nu[‘v"v the ‘instrumen-
T . f . I
tality of yet another agency of service and control, the Illinois Capital

Development Board. As a “user agency” the,college is not, strictly -

speaking, a party to the contracts with architects and - construction

2

contractors. It has extremely limited. veto. power when work fails to |

ol

~+ Apart from permanent construction probléms, which could fill

this e,{'xtire sourcebook, the colleges of Illinois regard as symptomatic of
créeping bureaucratic coritrol an iteni from the February 1977 agenda
of the Illinois' Community College Board. This item consists of three

.- proposed definitions, or strictly speaking two definitions and the rejec-
e g c - § o

tion of a term. The terms defined are extension center and branch.

- The definition of extension center proposed by the staff to the state

board was as follows: “A temporary instructional unit of a community
college ap;ﬁroved by thé local district board of trustees located on a site
separate from the main campus and not requiring a separate adminis-
trative unit. An extension center located outside the community col-
lege’s district requires annual ICCB and IBHE approval. A community
college may not purchase or construct_a_building at an extension
ter, may not enter into-a lease of more than five years for a building or
facility, and may not expend local funds for the renovation of facilities
at an extension center."’ ' L :
The item.was to have been acted upon at the ICCB meeting of
February 17. As the result of protests by the Council of Presidents such
action was -deferred until March. At a mééting of seven college presi-

- dents under the chairmanship of the writer, held one day before the

scheduled meeting of ICCB,/the following concerns were among those
voiced: A : ‘
1. "Concern over irjcreased control by state-level boards, "espe-
cially in cases where state fiinding is not involved. ' )
2. Concern over definitions that are ambiguous or do not cover

the actual situation in wHich community colleges operate. (In Illinois, -

for example, at least twg/districts operate without having any one loca-

.. tion identifiable as the/main campus.) v i

3.-Need for local leeway on expenditure for remodeling, reno-
vation, alteration, or repair. - . '

4. Uncertainty J"as' to the intended meaning of “administrative
unit.” - : Co

5. Uncertainty| as to the meaning of other terms in the

definition. o . S A
6. The five-year absolute liit on a lease is potentially. crip-
pling. Spokesmen believed that. present guidelines, which permit a

. ™, longer lease if explicit approval is obtained, should be retained. -

i
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e : ~ other state-determined clements
Inforiation collection and reporting is Y\Ll})():;( entirely deter-
mined by state-level détmands. The college’s long-ringe plaming étfort
is deternfined almost entirely in form, and to a (t()nsigkprublc (lcgrc?'. in
« - vcontent, by state-level requirements. In other words, it appears to the
~local college that its “final” authority and that of its locally clected
boatrd is severely limited. If Sandra Drake’s Tables 1 and 28 (1977) are .
correct, Ilinois gives a greater degree ‘of authority to its local boards
than do forty-6ne other states. One geheralization that might be based
on these considerations is that the theory of the comntunity college as a -
locally determined, community-baged institution is largely illusory. .It
! is something less than a full reality int Hlinois, and what appears to be
local’ control™is being. weakened in a majority of other states” having
community colleges. I will not press that generdlization, but I believe it
.t incscapa% ' : o,

"\, Since xeordinating boards do not control appropriations but
merely channel the funds that are appropriated by the legislature arid
appreved by the governor, the local colleges in a state like Illinois have
a problem of advocacy. The question of legislative relations is always

open. T Q '
- S four centers of power
In Illinois there dre four major bodies other than the local sub-
- urban or downstate college that have some relevant impact on the

.

legislature as it in turn impacts the colleges. These bodies are the Illi- - ¢ -

nois Community College Board, the Illinois Board of Higher Educa-
tien, both already discussed; the Illinois Community College Trustees
Association; and the City Colleges of Chicago, which are embgdied in -
their' chancellor, who_generally outflanks the other colleges, their
boards and associations, and achieves his loca purposes by the sheer
weight of numbers-and the unity of votes in the legislature representing
the interest of the city of Chicago as opposed to thoséiif the.rest of the
state. »l S U .
Illinois- has a very generous formula for state funding of local
. community college facilitieg, In, theory, up to 75 percent of the“costs of
land, buildings, and fixed eﬁl‘uiamgqt for an approved mgster-planned
campus may be paid by the state, With as low as 25 percent of these
costs paid by the local district.<There is, of course, another state coor-
dinating agency, the Illinois Capital Development Board, that admin-
isters these funds and the construction projects for ahich they are col-
lected and dispensed. In the past this body has had final authority in

. b
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selection of architects, approval of sites, and many details of design. A

- - major decision on wheye, wliy, or whether (o build a local campus o1

part thereof requires the active participation of a local béard and it

k-« employees, the ICCB, the IBHE, and the ICDB. Eveh. there the buck
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docs not stop. If all boards say “go,"” the governor and his fiscal officers
can still say “stop,” ecither temporarily or permanently’ An Illinois
community college without a permanent campus fully constructed
cannot take muchtomfort in the theoretically correct statement that
its clected board has “final authority.” When the major capital re-
sources and veto powers lic elsewhere, that authority does not carry as
much weight as the words would suggest. ' .

- ' Speaking as one who has investigated other state systems both
before and after coning to Illinois in 1970, I belicve this state then had
one of the best bodies of law governing community colleges in any
state. Those laws have been amended, generally in a positive direction,
over the past twelve years; ‘however, they are still flawed.

.

balance of power

i One of the continuing problems in Illinois is the changing per-
spective on the balancé of real power, authority, and discretion be-
tween the local district and the state. I believe local districts in Illinois
havé more freedom than most of their counterparts in most of the
states. We do not have all that we would like to have. We hope, at the
least, to maintain the present proportions, and at best to increase the
loca] share. Although the trend is in an opposite direction, I am sure
every district would prefer to work in a framework of fewer and simpler
_state bodies, and fewer and simpler state mandates and directives, We
believe we would operate, more -economically if we tould spend less
time being COOrJiqated. d :

-

‘ w

Yreference :

Drake, S. 4 Study_o:fCommuriit_'y an;ijunxbr College B’Jards of Trustees. W:{éhfngton,
D.:C.: American Association of Community/Junior Colleges, 1977, ‘
. . e

.

v
¢

William A. Koehnline, founding president of Oakton *
Communz'gy(]ol_lgge.z'n 1llinots, &s the' author of “Blood,
Sweat; and Green Turnip Juice,” in New Directions
for Community Colleges, No. 7, (1974), and of the
_“Cluster College” section in Managing Academic
Change (Martorana anid Kuhns, Eds., San Francisco:

"3 .

Jossey-Bass, 1975). "~

A -
Te

J

o g

~



What is really underway in Afnerican higher education
education is not an mexorabla shift of local to state-
control but rather the development of a new and
complex decision-making process resting on the.
-interaction of various public sector interests. -

-
iy .

state vs. local control:
. reality and myth over
concern for local autono 1\

EL

john c. mundt

. One of the most recen efforts at long-range planning by an
- Washington state comﬁmmty college was that of Tacoma Community
College (TCC). TCC is located toward the southern end,of Puget
Sound. A ninety-member long-range planning commlsslon at the col-
lege déliberated and produced a 170-page volume, Plannzng Jor the
Future, which contained an interesting appendix delineating changes
in the’profile of TCC students over the past ten years, In 1966, for
example, two-thirds of TCC students were male and under nineteen.
Only 11 percent were engaged or married, and less than 10 percent
were twenty-one years old oglder. By 1977 the student population was
almost evenly divided between males and females, the median age was
. twenty-seven for males and twenty-stx for females, and just under 70
" percent were over the age of twenty-one, One- third of all students were
~ over thirty years of, age. Racial minorities gonstituted 5 percent of the
" enrollment in 1966; in 1977 they accounted for 19 percent of the total
student body In 1966, 27 percent of the students were undecided
~ about a major field of study; by fall 1976, 44.7 percent were unde-
cided. Thus the student today at TCC is likely to be older, much more

New Directions for Community Colleges, 23, 1978 = . 49

[ S

ﬁ) . . J p



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

e 1)

likely to be a member of a racial or ethnic minority group, and more’

likely to be working either full-time or part-time. A decreasing per-
centage of students comes to the college directly out of high school.
. The TCC data illustrate the fact that sweeping changes in stu-
dent characteristics in one short decade in all probability will require
substantial institutional changes, modifications in college curricula
and student services, and flexibility in systems and procedures to per-
mit the institution to.deal with the needs of a changing student body.
It is ironic that at the very moment when greater operating flexibility
at the local level is required, we witness a steady increase in outside
controls and strictures on the operating prerogatives of presidents and
local boards. . , '
At any meeting of local community college trusteed in Washing-
ton, one quickly detects a common thread of tqncern over the “erosion
of local autonomy.” Trustees lament that a :}}f(of decision-miaking
power is under way from local to state-level boards and commissions

tional wisdo¥a is that this is to be decried and resisted. K

‘named by the executive-branch or legislative committees. The conven- .

It is the thesis of this reyiew, however, that what is really under .

way in American higher education is not an inexorable shift of local to
state control but rather the development of new and complex decigion-

- making processes resting on the interaction of various legitimate public

sector interests. This may entail less local independence than before.
Certainly there are more strictures on .decisions a local board can
miake. But there are stric§{jgd on'state boards also. Moreover, there is

no clearly traceable shift from ‘A’ (local board, authority) to ‘B’ (recipi-

ent of the transferred authority). Rather, we see a multifaceted deci-
sién-making process in formation in which ultimate accountability is
blurred by the many hahnds and outside interests that intervene,

This analysis will identify ten examples of intervention by out-
side interests in the decision-making processes and operations of the
Washington community college system. It is well to recognize that
while powers outside the system of colleges seem to meddle intermin-
ably in system affairs{ countervailin forces champion as high a degree
of local autonomy as possible. These are chiefly (1) the allegiance of
state legislators to their local college and thejgngesponsiveness to the
apipfals-of the trustees and administrators of the home-town institu-
tidg, (2) historic allegiance to traditions of institutional autonomy, and
(8) the position of the state board and its staff in favor of decentralized
managemeént. ' ' ‘

Just why the state board and its staff should favor decentralized
management will become clear as we préceed and will be discussed fur-
ther in the conclusion of this chapter. o '

N
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_ relationship between state board and district boards
The 1967 law creating the Washington community college sys-
tem established a state baard of seven members (one from each con-
gressional district) and twenty-two district boards of five members
each. The members of all the boards are appointed by the governor.
Specific lists of responsibilities for'the state board and district boards
are set forth in the statute. The wording of the statute creates a bal-
ance of responsibilities between the state and.district boards, though
legal mterpretatlons have affirmed the.right of the state board to exer-

‘cise more swgeping authonty than it has traditionally exercised.

There have been times when the state board has had to be pre-
scriptive in directing district activities. These instances have usually

come abput as a result of leglslatlve direction, formal and informal. An -

example of this type of direction is the state board guidelines which
have been given to districts regarding advertising and recruiting, in
response to legislative interest and -concern expressed through the

Legislative Budget Committee, a joint financial commlttee of the two

houses of the Washmgton legislat,
~ "Recently, a representativ l;ﬁrtask force on board relanonshlps
made up of local trustees and‘state-board members, assisted by presi-
dents and state staff, revieyed the structure and working relationships
of the system. The task fbrce concluded that the structure after ten
years of experience was functioning well and that the balance of re-
Eponsibilities between the state board and district boards should con-
tinue. The Senate Commltte¢ on Higher Education, which conducted
a similar review, came to much-the samé conclusion with the result
that no substantive legislation for change was introduced.
Let us now examine ten examples of intervening interests out-
side the state board and the twenty two district boards whose 1mpact

must be taken into account in the decision-making process and in the

actual operation of the colleges. AltH%ugh we say “outside the state
board and the district boards,” it should be ‘undesstood that at times
the district boards regard the state board as an intervening interesi!

intervening factors in decision-making and operations
Executive orders. Public higher education is subject to execu-
tive expendlture controls in our state in times of state financial stress.
The governor is charged with administering state government in such a
way as to maintain a balanced budget. This can qu1ckly impinge on in-
stitutional operating independence. )
When Jnitiative 345 to remove the sales tax from food was ap-

/
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. proved in the election of November 8, 1977, Governor Dixy Lee Ray
' estimated a loss of revenue of $167 million for fiscal year 1978-79 and

$378 million for the 1979-81 biennium; she announced a staffing
freeze, limits on consulting services, reduction of overtime, postpone-
ment of procurement of equipment, suppl&gs, and materials not criti-
cally necessary, prohibition of out-of-state travel, and limitation on
conferences—all strictures reducing operating flexibility at the local
level, strictures ultimately related-to the sensitivity of the electorate to
the magnitude of their tax load. : ‘

Here is an example of the vulnerability of the autonomy of
a tax-supported-institution of higher education to the financial exi-
gencies of its state government. In an operational sense, when a gov-
ernor issues a cost-cutting executive order, the interaction with a
state-supported community college system is both immediate apd
substantial. o ' .

Lapsing and Allotment Procedures. A single sentence i the 3
Washington Appropriations Act for 1977-79 is an example of an out-

+ side operational stricture on a tax-supported community college. Sec-
tion 166A in the act stated: “If a scheduled program or project funded
by the appropriations contained in this act [has] ngs been fully imple-
mented during any quarter of the respective fiscal year, then the Office
of Program Planning and Fiscal Management [now the Office of Fin-
ancial Management] shall yithhold the equivalent amount of the ap-
propriation and full-time ﬁmvalent staff years from such program or
project and shall place thésame in reserve.”

®  The purpose of such a lapsing provision is to recapture monies

for the state treasury. The assumption on which lapsing in higher edu-
cdtion rests, however, borders on the prepgsterous. i
We therefore wrote the Office of Financial Management in July &
, of 1977, and this excerpt describes the point of this section as well as {
any other: . o

¢

sy

. The lapsing process imposes on the operating state agen-
- cies the necessity to estimate exactly the rate of resource use
c. that will' be required to carry out the purposes for which appro-
priations have been made. For dynamic, community-oriented
service agencies such as the community colleges, this is a totally
- unrealistic requirement. Within the limits' of appropriation
levels, tRe expenditure of our funds must be tailored to the
needs of those in the community who use- our services, -rather
than the reverse. Not infrequently. will districts- experience
winter quarter enrollments which exceed the preceding ggll.
This variance from the normal erirollment pattern is reflective

$
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# . :
of chahging local economic conditions, industry demands due
to changing markets, shifts or restatement of local needs. Pro- '
viding educational services is an/éxtremely dynamic process that
cannot and in our judgment should not be constrained by
necessarily uncertain allotment forecasts. To do so is céunter to
the service nature of the institutions. .

As in the case of Tacoma Cg‘)fnmunity Gé%ege, community col- i

lege presidents and their boards justifiably seek to keep the “cc:Tr;l}nn-’ "

* nity” in community colleges. Lapsing is a procgss that may returrf dol-
lars to a state treasury but.t undermines the local ability to be respon-&@»
sive to communigy educational service needs, However, la\{)s}ing"is“
another symptom of a shortage of resources relating to the resistance of

"+ the public to tax increases. : ,

Accounting Requir s. One of the principal operating con-

. cerns of Washington community colleges is the tremendous growth in
reporting detail that has occurred in recent years. o

The data that follow demonstrate how budgeting, accounting,
and reporting (BAR) transactions have increased over three biennia in
just one area (personnel, information, and development) for one col-
lege, Wenatchee Valley College, located in rural central Washington.

' In the 1973-75 biennium, fifteen BAR transactions concerning

' personnel, information, and development at Wenatchee were recorded
and reported. ' : . :

The reported transactions increased from fifteen to seventy-five
and then three hundred BAR items for 1975-77 arid 1977-79 respec- -
tively —with no change essentially in the responsibilities involved. This
has. come about through requirements to identify data for more sub-
programs and sub-objects of expenditure. The result is a sharp in-
crease in BAR transactions reported in response to the requirements of

* avariety of legislative and executive agencies.

' Other programs at Wenatchee have been affected in a similar
manner, some to a lesser and some to a greater extent, all depending
on the number of appropriations and how many of the possible sixty-
eight sub-objects apply to a given category.

" The impact produces either a need for additional personnel or
failure to respond to other types of requests. v :

) Informational Demands. Data requests in seemingly increasing
‘volume originate at both féderal and statg-levels. Recently the presi-
dent of Highline Community College addé#up the score and found
the college was reporting to twenty-nine outsi iid-party agencies
in one way or another. - - . _,

To some extent our state board is caught in the middle on this.

’
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We want to ée responsive to legislative requests for data and informa-
tion since we receive most of our operating budget from the state legis-
lature, yet we empathize with the predicament of the institutions.
So we have stood with the presidents in test
committees.” [ (T o
Virtually all the data requiremients hiyte heeh, placed op the col-
lege by outside agencies. Few are wiewtd/JgeaHy -ngcessary to the
functioning of the institution. oINS NG
Contractual Controls. In paSt,yéﬁﬁs, '
cation made extensive use of personal sér#tf .
vices of value. More recently, legislative & geth’ af;both the federal
N SS,

- and state levels has been voiced because ‘%ﬂ_@?ﬁses by federal

'n'ﬂ?'-" o, )
pHtracts to obtain ser-

: (B¢
and state agencies. ~b \f

In the state of Washington, the
ment has established new rules goy
‘While earlier OFM involvement wa$ li nited A

i substance, in the

tract files with minimal-considerdtion of oo

Y

3. ancial Manage-
racting procedures.

)

tracting process. SN ) v

OFM will participate in the determinatign ofjneed for the pur-
chase of contracted services prior to the issuance of a request for pro-
posals. Then OFM will review the form, purpose, and content of the
request for proposal prior to its issuance to prospective vendors. OFM

will assist-in the evaluation of proposals and in monitoring vendor ac-

tivities. No doubt part of the OFM intervention is ‘to determine
whether the desired services can be supplied by OFM itself.

Again, less flexibility at the local level in obtaining consultant
. ( S

assistance will result.’ : ,
Enrollment Bands. Community college appropriations for
- 1977-79 in the state of Washington are based ypon projected enroll-
ments of 86,072 FTE sfudents in 1977-78 and 88;243 FTE students in
1978-79. The enrollment totals for.each year of the biennium are
regarded in the appropriation process as contractual obligations. If
enrollments fall below these contracted totals, the community colleges
_ will be obliged to return the related resources to the state treasury.
The original request by the governor for the 1977-79 operating
fund appropriation provided for a tolerance band for all institutions of

\\ higher education that would have allowed enrollments to fall a limited

.

amount below the contract level (3 percent in the case of the commu-
nity colleges) before any repayment penalty was required. The"primary
reasons for this variance allowance were the following: .

1. The gecognition that enrollment forecasting is not an exact

science and tha#gost commitments to serve the added student volumes-

‘must be made we [ in advance of knowing actual enrollments.

'&'lLHg before legislative

/ Ifaintenance of con- .

Q pax am ?.n the con- -
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' 2. Th&uncertainty of the enrollment levels, combined with the
severity of the penalty for any kind of shortfall encourages districts to
seek enrollments in excess of the target in order to be safe.

8. The encouragement to over-enrdll carries with it the incen-
tive to advertise college programs and courses, often in violation of
both the letter and spirit of the state board'’s guidelines controlling
advertising. .

The system advocates a 3 percent tolerance band (a in North

. Carolina) in order to soften the operational impact of erirollments
below budgeted levels. The imposition of a contract enrollment proce-
. dure without an appropriate tolerance band severely restricts the abil-
ity of the local college to deal with unforeseen enrollment ﬂuctuatlons
and program demands. f
- Legal Opinions. Our experience is that boards are increasingly
dependent on advice of legal counsel. As a state agency, the state
board is supphed with an assistant attorney general who attends all
board meetlngs and is available for advice at,other times.

There is a new prod in this direction in the state of Washington
in the form of Chapter 320, Laws of 1977, 1st Executive Session, which
provides for $500 fines for administrators who spend state- -appropri-
ated funds for purposés~contrary to origindl legislative intent. Aside
from the fact tthat legislative intent is often obscure, this places great
negative power in the hands of\any attorney who is a strict construc-

tionist.

ional impact on an institution.
Fortunate is the board that draws-an- ttorney who is student oriented!
Otherwise, loc\al decision-makers will Yeel increasingly limited by the
impact of legal decisions and interpretations that come from outside. .
;| udits. State agencxes are subject to annual audit by the office
- of the’state auditor. This is not unusual. Our experience in Washing-
ton is that the audit is carried out professionally. When this is the case,
“there is nothing to fear. A good outside audit at periodic intervals
keeps an organlzatlon on its toes. 7
" Ther¢ are cases when the hot-so-purely-motivated seek to make
the office of the state auditor a party to their own personal witch hunt.
Again, our experience is that a combination of professionals in the .
auditor’s office and theattorney general s office have staved off efforts
to politicize the audit function. e
Another type of audit-that has come into vogue in Washington °
(as well as in some twenty additional states) is the performance audit,
carried out in our- case by the Legislative Budget- Committee. Ong
would expect performance audits to be handled by the higher educa-
tion committees of a legislature rather than by members of finan
committees, Byt such has not been the case in our state. The s1gmg ‘

Legal advice also has an oper
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.cance of the performance audit is that those of us in higher education
can no longer gain immunity from questions of educational quality by
+ arguing that higher education is a “good thing” and ought to be left

alone. Performance audits will continue to be important in the proxi-
mate future. It behooves institutions of higher education to work with
representatives of the legislative branch and their increasingly profes-
sional staffs to make certain that action resulting from performance
audits has the requisite degree of academic soundness and ‘that such.
actjon is professionally correct and acceptable. - ‘ v

Additional strictures could be listed: Admiinistrative procedure
acts and open meeting laws resulting in greater delays in a board’s
power to adopt policys collective bargaining, and various .federal
requirements. e - - -

Two additional, outside Intervening factors are so important
‘they warrant more detailed attention: programmatic controls and
budget controls. .

Programmatic Controls: For Senior Institutions. In the State of
Washington, our coordinating board, the Council for Postsecondary
Education (CPE) has for some time engaged in an extensive graduate
program review. . A ‘

" In-response to this reviewy; the following position has been fairly
typical of the four-year colleges and universities: “Funds are provided
on the basis of a formula, in turn established to provide equitable dis-

-tribution of resources among individual institutions, not to determine
how funds are allocated within an individual institution. Our trustees
arekgiven the authority by statute to make. that determination, and
they are charged with legal responsibility for the institutions they
govern.” » )

.~ The senior institutions in Washington have argued as follows:
““An institution may decide, for example, to build certain departments
of excellence by putting more'money into them; if it is to be prevented
from doing this by the demand of an outside agency for conformity to a
lower-cost model, the board’s legal right to control the character and
destiny of the institution will be infringed” (unpublished report, May
1977).

The theory of the executive coordinator of CPE has been as fol-
lows: “We simply cannot afford unneceés\«ry and costly duplication of
e expinsive prog{gcms at a time when tighter budgets require that both
the state and eath institution devoté resources to the areas of ‘highest

' publig priority” (unpublished report, June 1977).° . & -
e Several years ago the Council for' Postsecondary Education
completed its first review of existing graduate programs in the state. At
that time it recommended the termination of fifty.such programs.

by
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Those recommendations were implemented. ‘Later, the council staff,
after'reviewing over two hundred graduate programs, recommended
termination of thirty-two additional graduate programs. Many of these
recommendations were carried out. In the end, the coordinating body
had its way, with a resulting opergtional impact on the institutions.
Programmatic Controls: Fgr Community Colleges. Under the
1967 Community College Act estabhshmg the Washington community

»college system, the state board is charged, among other things, with

general supervision and control of the system; the elimination of un-

necessary duplication and the assurance that comprehensive educa- .

tional services are provided. In order to carry out these responsibilities,

. the state board exercises final approval of all vocational preparatory
- programs in the various community college districts.

After making the necessary internal analysxs of need, a college
desmng to estabhsh a new preparatory vocational program 1ssues~§
“notice of intent” to the respective reglonal vocational directors’ coung

‘in which the college is located (the state is divided into six regions for

this purpose). The program alert includes objectives of the proposed
votational program and a description of those to be served. The pro-
gram alert, complete with regional recommendations, is then sub-
mitted to the state board, which distributes it to every community col-
lege and to the office of the supenntendent of public instruction for
reviewrand reaction. The first ma]or phase in the planning and review

" process is called the ;'alert process.’

If a proposed program sumves the alert process, the second
major phase is the “approval process,” which entails more detailed
planning and reviewing activities for those proposed programs with a
high probability of success. The propésmg college submits a detailed
program package, including a full statement of the objectives of the
*program, a proposed program budget evaluation techniques to be fol- «
lowed to determine whether the ob]€ct1ves of the program have been '
effectively accompllshed membership lists and minutes indicating ad-’

__jvxsory committee endorsement, statement of desired qualifications of

instructors, and a typical student schedule and course descnptron

- Preparatory prog'ram starts Eﬁve been monitored in this way
since July of 1970. As of January.1, 1978, some 711 new vocational pre-
paratory programs had been proposed in the system. Of these; 225 had

been ‘approved. Hence, in'tlie community college system. it is v1rtually ,

impossible for a vocational preparatory program to be started that is
redundant, unnecessarily duplicative, or would create a srgmﬂcant
surplus of trained workers in the occupation.

‘ We owe to the taxpayers a duty to pohce our programs, elim-
matmg prog'rams where possrble conSohd@tmg‘ where feasrble and

' - b
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avoidirg unnecessary duplication among our institutions in every case.
"Again, however, this produces a decxslon makmg process in which sev-
" eral interests and constituencies intervene. It is an mteractlve com-
" plex, . and comprehensive process for reaching decisions that has
- meither pure state control nor pure local autonomy. '
.," ~ Budgetary Controls. A 1976 publication of the Umversnty of
Cahforma at Berkeley, State Budgeting for Higher Education: The
Uses of Formulas, by Richard J. Meisinger, Jr., describes three case his-
. - tories of formula development in California, Texas, and Illinois.
Why should we bother to examine three formula states? First,
" the formula control of institutibnal operating budgéts is the principal
" and most fundamental type of outside cornitrol that concerns state and - -
cal trustees. Second, formal budgetary formulas aie in use in twenty- -
ive states, while many more states ernploy formda like guldelmes or
ids to calculation in the budgeting process. . -
Formulas sound almost scientific; still Meisinger warns that for-

e more than mathematical calculations. "They are a combina-
tion of technical judgments and political agreements.” It is precnsﬁly
becauge of the latter— political ag'reements—that the argument regard-

_ing local autonomy begms to break down as a legmmate -concern.

" Space'will permit only a summary of the three-state expenence -

The California formulas resulted from negotiations between the

 state colleges and the Department of Finance. They were not imposed
on higher education in the strict sense and would therefore not be good
examples of state action eroding local control. The state colleges asked
for formulas themselves. Under such circumstances, how can one decry
the erosion of local autonomy?

In Illinois, support for the formula came from ‘the smaller,
emerging universities (who sought equitable treatment with the older,
established University of Illinois) and from the Illinois Board of Higher
Education. There are several systems of higher education in Illinois
and all of them participated in the development of the formula.

In" Téxas, task.forces, committees, and subcommittees con-
dicted- formula: studies betweén 1951 and 1955. The committees had
representatives from the institutions, the legislative budget office,
and the executive budget office staff. Pressures for modifications grew
over time and changes were made. Institutional input since 1966 has
come through the Advl;ory ‘Committee on Senior College and Umver-
sity Formulas, 7

But we might ask ‘ifa formula results through this kind of in-
volvement ‘whose formula is it? Is it not as much a creature of the insti-
tutions as it is of the governor’s fiscal office? It would seem that Califor-
ma, Texas,”and IllanlS are not good examples of how an apparent

N o . >
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" aw. Many large corporations rely on go

. tion protesting state level threats to'local autoriomy, these paragraphs
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drive for state control in budgetmg reduced local Autonomy of the k|
htgher educational institutions in those states. :
Moreover, we can seriously question whether msmutlons of

higher education or for that matter commumty college trustees rcally ,

~want to escape the controls implicit in known systems and procedures

for determining their budgets. We wish to reduce uncertainty, we seek
budgetary stability, and we shy away from sudden changes in our fund-
ing environment. Collective life in the Washmgton ¢ommunity college
system has a clear conservative thrust when proposals to scrap thes
higher education formula are broached. What comes next could be
worse! For this reason, the state board staff spends cons1derable time |
tryfng to increase formula percentages or otherwise improve the:for-
mulas rather than opposing the higher education formulas per se. ’
&ould be hetter advised
to defeat budget provisos, since budgetary controls are exerted
more t rough proviso language or line items thjn through the use of

- formulas.. . ~

R T . * " conclusion -~
A ' . :
. We have examined ten examples in which outside forces pro- o
duce operational strictures on institutions of higher education: execu-
tive ‘orders, lapsing and allotment procedures, accodnting. require-

“ments, informational demands, contractual contrgls, enrollment ¥
_demands legal. opmlons audits, programmatic controls, and budget-

ary controls. Yet in all of these instances, there are aspects not all that
onerous to believers in institutional independence. Local districts, whlle

" sacrificing total independence in making these accommodations, in

effect trade off degrees of local autonomy for stablhty and predlctabll-
ity from the forces about them. . "

An analogy to the free enterprise system may not be i inappropri-
R{’QJ{A-\mem subsidies and seek

protectlon of various kinds. It is common Knowlédge that free enter-
pnse is no longer totally “free,” though 1{advocates steadily decry the
erosion of a cherished prmcxple Perhaps, rﬁ(t-’:‘fh*e\l;\nsoner of Chalon,
those of us in both businéss and education are leammg to live with our

chains. " ’ i
For those readers who expected a fire and b}lmstone presenta-

have been'a disappointment. Yet we simply cannot ignore the facts,

~and each aspect of the question is murky.

For example, in all fairness we must acknowledge that each of S

‘the ten strictures described is rega"rded by some responsible official in

T
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- the legislative or executive brafich as in the public interest to assure ef-
ficiency and accountability and to protect the taxpayer’s interests.
*Each of the ten factors in and of itself may not be all that onerous. It is
the cumulative impact that is so disconcerting. Yet to stonewall each
stricture is to run the risk of being labeled a renegade public official
and to seemingly oppose current values in the public sector. Commu-
nity college administrators must attempt to understand the point of.
view of legislators: that as revenue resources have become tighter, legis-
latures seek ways of saving money rather than increasing taxes. The
result is a whole series of decisions that from the institutional stand-
point constitute operating strictures. Both sides in the seesaw battle
that results should constantly remind themselves that what is 4t stake is
maintaining a balance between the public interest as expressed in legis- -
lative and executive branch concerns with efficiency and accountabil-
ity on one side, and the institutional interest in preserving maximum
local independence to operate on the other,’ L
There s still another dimension. We are tax-supported institu-
tions. In this day of open meeting laws, public disclosure laws and pres-
idential proposals for zero-base budgeting, it should not be too surpris-
ing to confront more detailed requirements for accountability. To a
substantial extent, the ten examples of outside controls discussed ear-
lier really involve this larger question of accountability. Certainly the
reasons fdr additional control become more upderstandable when one
looks at society’s perception of the credibility of public officials, admin-
istration-faculty relationships, téacher strikes, heavy takation bur-
dens, and the like. People as a whole and thus their elected represen-
tatives want to know what it is that their dollars are purchasing. The .
only way that they feel they can come up with the answers is through a
substantial, detailed data base and constant questioning by both exec-
“utive and legislative branch representatives, We find that happening in
our state, where the legislature’s computerized LEAP (Legislative Eval-
uation arid Accountability Program) system has been implemented to
- providg/a greater base of information from which to make budget
decisions, .+ | . . o
"Above all, there is little point in dectying the demise of local
control or the rise of state control, for neither is a correct description of
what is_happening. Rather, higher education decision-making—
‘because many constituencies have a legitimate interest in the out-
come —is now-based on a complex interactive process involving many
+ interests, and will probably continue that way for some time to come.
. The process will be typified not by coercion but rather by nego-
tiation, compromise, and participation. It will take place in an atmo-

-
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boards must learn to operate. We will wring our hands as if in pain,
but work closely with our tormentors! The obvious challenge is to
change our tormentofs into allies in seeing to it that fundamental com-
munity college characteristics are presented. State boards ‘and local

boards and their staffs will be natural allies in the common endeavor to

create the bést possible atmosphere to conduct their edicational activ-

N ities. State boards will be subjected to legislative pressures to serve as

agents of the legislature in imposing greater controls over local limits.

If the community college is to retain its unique ability to serve local

needs, state boards will have to resist the legislative pressure and con-
tinue to serve a mediating function that helps preserve maximum deci-
sion-making authority for college administrators and trustees.

G o

. references

)

Council for Postsecondary Education, “Response to the CPE Preliminary Staff Recom-
mendations on Graduate Programs, Washington Council of Presidents.” Unpub.
lished Report, May 1977, p. 6. B .

Council for Postsecondary Education, “Remarks of the Executive Coordinator to the
CPE.” Unpublished document, June 1977. .

Cross, K. P. Beyond the Open Door, San Franciscd:jossey-Bass_, 1971. ° '

Meisinger, R. ]J., Jr. State Budgeting for Higher Education: The Uses of Formulas.
Berkeley: University of California, Center for Research and Development in Higher
Education, 1976. 283 pp. (ED 132963). ’

Tacoma Commanity Colleges, .* Planning for the-Futufe." Unpub‘lished document, -

L]

+ November {977.. ~ .

<

John C. Mundt is the director of the State Boarﬁfor
Community College Education, State of Washington,
- He is an attorney by profession with extensive

. N

. . . experience in industry and government service. /

b

/

{

/

/’L




‘ s Thereal quest-z'bn m Penmylbanz’a todayis
. o e not the locus of§ontrbl of community colleges
. % - © " butrathegthe responsibility for funding.

- -8

T . ‘ ' : . /-
e loggf;jcontrol of =
.0 commnidy colleges:

still operating iﬂ% ennsylv
: .. . ' ‘ ) ‘,{_Q\‘ 3 :’;‘\ V1
/. elwood a, shoe

. U

S~

)
“

E

The community college system of Pennsylyasia is not really a system at

~ all—at best it can be described as a“’loqﬁe/fvca%tion of fourteen‘rather"
autonomous operations, edch receiving monies from the Common-. -
wealth of Pennsylvania and submitting $ome very basic information in
return. The enabling legislation for community colleges in Pennsyl-
vania did not coritain any provision for a centralized organization of

_the colleges and there has been ng real efqu_( to establish‘'such a system .

- of community colleges. In light of developments.in other states, where

. 'eithér'the_ initial thrust or the later tendency was toward a centralized e
system, one must wonder how Pennsylvania’s insistence on local auton- '

- omous units has fared, , -, ~ ,

- Comrhunity colleges in-Pennsylvania were initiated in 1963 with - -

the passage of legislation (Act 484) modgled after the American Asso:
ciation of Community/Junior Colleges model of that time. This leg:
islation created the community colleges as completely freestanding
operations. ' . . ’ . "
& Establishment of community colleges must,come as a result of
local initiative. There are now fourteen- community colleges serving

) Nef”'oz'rectioruﬁ;r Community Colleges, ?3, 978 \u - ?:,:) ) . " 63
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most of the populous ar€as of the state, but there are many areas of the
* state still without these services. The'colleges must be sponsored by an
ex1stmg taxing- authority, sugh as school dxstncts or county commis-
sioners, which provides the funding necessary for the operation of the
college over and above that provided by the commonwealth and
“ which appoints the boards of trustees.

The local boards of trustées have direct control over the com-

munity colleges. They are responsxble for appomtmg the president,
holding title tp allof the physical facilities and assets, and making all of
the ne@ﬁry liciés on admission of students, courses of i instruction,
tuition and other matters necessary for operatron of the college.

The funding for cginmunity colleges is, provided for in the
enabling legislation as follows: the state is oblxgated to provide one-
third of the operating costs to a current maximum of $1500 per FFE
and one: half of the capital costs. The state, since new legislation
1974, rovides a stipend of $150 for each FTE enrolled “{)"
approved cupational program. The local sponsors must provide the
balance of the funding for both operations and capital. The law does
provide that, to support the cost of operations, the sponsors may
charge tuition to students, but this tuition may not amount to more
- than a per-student cost 6f one-third of the operatmg costs. -

There is one very important and unique factor in the educa-
tional situation in Pennsylvama Since,1896 we have had the Pennsyl-
vania Assocxatron of Colleges and Universities (PACU), an organization
mcludmg n its membership all of the institutions of higher education
in the’ statl In the past twenty years this organization has increased its
effectiveness and stature in the higher educgnon community and the
larger commu ty so that today it serves as’an 1mp0rtant source of
checks and balgnces for the total system of hxgher education in the
state. :

PACU represents a unzfzed voice of higher education, a voice
recogmzed and apprecidted by legislators, the State Board of Educa-
tion, the Department of Education, and others concerned with higher
educatlon They recognize -‘PACU as the voice of higher education.
Representa ives of the organization sit on the advisory council to the
State Board of Education, on the 1202 Commission, and on all i impor-
tant task forces, committees, commissiops, and so on, that in any way
‘relate to higher education. Throughmg
many of the problems of higher education are worked out mtemally
before.it becorrtes necessary for the state bodies to become mvolved

In 1972 the community colleges established within PACU asep-
arate commission for the community colleges, and in"1974 the trustees

of the community colleges organized the Pennsylvania Fedetation of

. v o ) . ..

oo P D e
(2 )

is rather-unique mechanism ~

\



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

65

- Community College Trustees.- Both of these organization$ work closely

with PACU, the other segments of higher educatign, the State Board - -
of Education, and the Department of Education. Furthermore, the
1971 Master Plan for Higher Education in Pennsylvania recommended
that the commissioner of higher education establishka*ebordinatj‘ng
council with the presidents ofieach of the segments. Since that time the -~
presidents of the community colleges hﬁve met with the commissioner
of higher education to discuss problems‘and concerns before it is neces-
sary for the state to hand down a $olution.

. Another unique aspect of the system in Pennsylvadia is the
organization and operation of the State Board of Education, which in
Pennsylvania is a coordinating board rather than a governing board.
In the legislation that established the State Board of Education (passed

~ in 1963) there was a specific charge to the board to develop a system

of community colleges across the commonwealth. The !
adopted policies and regulations for the establishment, o ) )
maingenance of community colleges, but exercises }19%’1’%4 control
over the institutions. } / T
The other organization that is involved wit%:ommunity college
operation is the Pennsylvania Department of Educktion (PDE). Essen-
tially the PDE is conicerned with protecting the commonwealth share of
funding fer the community colleges. Staff in the PDE approve the cap-
ital construction requests, work out procedures\for funding, process
the pa ts, and then audit the payments at the end of the fiscal -
year. The PDE is not involved in academic affaifs; staffing policies,
program appraoval, issuance of contracts, and so on, at the community

{
calleges. - -
"It is clear that in Pennsylvania the real control of the comfnu-

nity colleges rests -

with the local board of trustees. The local,sponsor
must appoint the board and approve annual budgets; the State Board
of Education providés some overall djrections throug?l the issuance of
its regulations; the PDE is concerned with the commonwealth share of
the funding for operating and capital; and the counterbalancing influ-
ence for all of this is the PACU and the Commission for Community
Colleges. . ' ’ -

s, : how has the system worked?

" . Tarh not suggesting that the operations have been without diffi-
culties; there have been and continue to be difficulties facing the sys-
tem of community colleges. The basic difference is. that by and large
we have escaped thé heavy hand of thé’state ihrough an’emphasis on
cooperative efforts to resolve problems. '

-
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, One of tlfe best examples of this cooperation occurred in 1974
when t,hexComrpunity College Act was amended to provide that the
state wouid fugd-FTEs enrolled in approved occupational progfems
with ‘an. eXtra-$150 stipend. The act clearly provided .that these pro-
grams had-tg;be approved by the state secretary of education. We'im-
mediately‘Wrote to the secretary asking that a committee be established
to draw up criteria for the approval of. these programs and that this
committee include representatives from the community colleges as well
/ - . . ‘-
as staff from PDE. That suggestion was agreed to; the committee was
established, met, and drew up a draft of criteria. The list of suggested -
criteria was reviewed by the colleges and other staff in the department,
and some minor modifications were made and agreed to. Next we
suggested that a committee be established to review the proposed pro-
grams for the purpose of approving; we again suggested that four
representatives from the community colleges sit on this ¢ommittee.
That was agreed to, and now each year this committee meets to review
programs submitted by the community colleges for- the purposes of
* approving them for this stipend payment. The system has worked well
& . toeveryone's benefit and satisfaction. | '
~Another example was the two-year effort to make major revi-
sions in the chapter of regulations pertaining to community colleges.
The process started with a meeting including representatives from the
PDE, the community college presidents, and the community college
trustees. Each group wlas asked to suggest some of the changes that
were needed and to r¢view thecchanges that were proposed. Then
began a long period of Joint meetings, compromises, and some public
hearings. The revision fs now completed and all parties seem satisfied
- with the outcome. " g R y
Because of changes in the regulations and some Yecommenda-
) ) tions in the new master plan, the community colleges have to work out
a system for program review and approval. Again, the community col-
lege representatives held meetings with staff of PDE and provided the
initiative for developing a proposal. The program reviéw ‘and program
- approval process will still be within thef control of the local board of
{ trustees; all that the department is reqyesting is that the fourteen col-
\ leges each implement a procedure to épsure that this will take place in - -
“\_ " some organized fashion. , . o
. The same sort of cooperative process has been uséd in develop-
idelines for approving capital projects, the forms for requesting
data on finding, development of A4 manual for the auditing process,
and other similar problems. In each chse a.committee with representa-
tives from. the colleges has provided the leadership and developed a
. final document to which.all parties could agree.* d
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- \ " present and future challenges

thh th Sul’te Board of Education and the. Department of Education
have been, for the most part, rather posmve, we have attempted to

- identify problems before they became:severe and then to work jointly
"« for a resolution that provxdes maximum satisfaction for each party. For
\the most part, both parties would probably rate these last years as very

successful. -~ . .

Obviously, times are changing and —for higher educationat
least — the times are getting more difficult. The real question in Penn-
sylvania today is not the locus of control of the community colleges but
rather the responsibility for funding, As already noted, there is a spe-
cific limit on the state share-of the funding of community colleges, with
the balance being passed on to the local sponsor. This is creating severe
problems and the answers are not easy.

. One of the indirect outcomes of this difficult periad is an at-
tempt by the commenwealth to obtain a share of the federal funds

received by the community colleges. Since 1972 all federal funds .

received by community colleges in the commonwealth have been cre-
dited to the local sponsor’s share. Last year the state attempted to off-
set its contribution to the community colleges by the amount of federal

funds received by the community colleges. The community. colleges

have attempted to correct this with leg1slat10n and have been unsuc-
cessful. Currently, the trustees’ organization 1is in the process of filing
petmon of declaratory judgmentagainst the commonwealth, challeng-

ing the constitutionality of the legislative attempt to do this. The inter-
esting aspect of this particular.problem is that the State Board of Edu-
cation through an official resolution decided to join with the commu:
nity colleges in suing the coglmonwealth on the (Festlon of constitu-
tionality. This problem will probably not be resofved for some time;

but, fortunately, the State Board of Education, the PDE, and the

[N

community collegés are working together on this. .
The other problem is that of inadequate funding for .the com-

munity colleges. Because of other constraints on the Department of

Education and the State Board of Education, it is less easy each year
for them to support the community colleges in their attempt to seek a
more adequate level of funding. It is clear, however, that the local
sponsors. have nearly reached the limit of, funds they can provide for
community colleges, and the state seems lll<e the most logical source for
increased funds.

Any increase ity the level of state funding will raise fears of addi-
tional state control. This is something the community college repre-

he expenences of the commumty colleges in the relationships
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sentatives—both the presidents and the trustees —are very concerned

. about. . . L

Another important consideration.for the future grows out of the

presently de]l:l‘oping new master plan for higher edu'(;?tion'in the com-

monwealth "There are'sofite clear indications that one of the important

messages of the new master plan is a trend toward more centralized

control. Representatives of all types of institutions continue to sifpport

our present mode of operations; but everyone also recognizes that

- change of some sort is inevitable. Co .

' The combination of the need for additional state funding, the

probable recommendations of the new master plan, and the general

. trend toward more centralized control of higher education in other

states lead to the inescapable conclusion that the éxperiences of the -

community colleges in Pennsylvania will probably change in the

future. The community colleges still feel that the mechanism for our -
‘operations is working very well; there are problems, of course, but
these problems are preferable to the unknown problems that would:
arise under a more centralized authority. The community ¢olleges in
Pennsylvania will continue to strive for the opportunity to serve and
provide programs under the loose federation of institutions, while at
the same time recognizing that change is coming and that we will have

to make accommodations to those changes. . ’

i

Elwood A. Snoemaker is the executive secretary
~  for the Commission for Community Colleges,
State of Pennsylvania. A
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A balance between state and local decision making

results in an effective community college system.
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state—locag partnershlp

njumor college govemance/
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The issue of state Srsus lgcal control of public communlty and junior .

colleges' may be a majorddeterrent to the ability of these institutions to
fulfilt the roles commonly assigned them. The suggestion that the
struggle is for either complete state contrgl or total local autonomy is
erroneous and fosters development of- cqnf?hcts that mterfere w1th pro-
dfictive activities on both local and state levels.

' ~ The Cameg1 ommissign ‘on Higher Education (1973 p. 17)
* argues tHat “autonomy in the sense of full self- govemancevdoes not now
- exist fdr American higher educatiog, nor has it existed for a véty long
* time~-if\ever. Autonomy is limited by law, by the necessary influences
and controls that go along with financial support, and by public pohcy
in areas of substantial public concern. Autonomy in these areas is
neither possxble nor desirable.” :

state-local relationships

Statés have preemment\}esponslbxht,y for educanon The state

: through legislative action or the lack of it sets public policy for post-

- secondary educatlon .including its avallablhty. forms quallty, and
efﬁc? ency S ) :
e - ® -

™ New Directions for Community Colleges, 23, 1978 LR ‘ E 69
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- making at_these institutions reaches into the grass roots.of th
_ they serve. ot : ‘
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Control is the authority to make dg%isions that have impact
'upon an institution. Decision making is control, and control is power.
The reality of control of the public two-year institutions is-that control
is a balance between decision m king at the state level and decision
making at the institutional level, alstead (1974, p. 11) suggests that it
is realistic to expect that some form of power struggle will always be
inevitable between stat¢ and logal-conterns. An intriguing challenge is

* the continuing search for an optimal balance between central coordi-.

nation and institutional autonomy. RO
The relationship between state and Iocal ifistifutions is gener-
ally the result of unique situations and conditions and reflects the tra-
ommunity

but alsié the political process and the people of the state.

4

state structure S o 4

Mississippi pioneered in the development of locally controlled,
state and locally supported two-year colleges. In 1908, state legislation
provided for county high schools to serve the educational needs of the
youth-of a rural population; by 1922 these institutions had received
legislativé®authorization to provide the freshmen and sophomore years
of collegiatg course work. The state legislature in 1928 reaffirmed local

boards of trustees in provision of goverhance, while it established a
state junior college commission to promote quality and coordination

among thesé new institutions. There are sixteen public junior college
districts in Mississippi; eleven of these were established at the time of

" the 1928 legislation. : . ... ‘
A half century later, the final decision making authority for the

‘operation of the sixteen junior colleges in’ Mississippi continues to
reside with the local board of trustees and administration. Decision
e society

Local boards of trustees by law dnd practice appoint the presi-
B . 3 m , ).6{, B . .
dent, adopt the collége budget, ‘eritploy teachers uport recommenda-

" tion of the president, make provisions and esiablish policies for leave,

set salaries, and establish the educatioral program of the college. The

" board is autMorized to borrow money for operation‘and for construc-

tion and improvemeénts, transport students, set fees and tuition, and

. . L. ) B .. o<
assue diplomas or degre¢s to students who successfully complete courses

of study. The board acquires and holds title to property, executes

lgases, and sells property not used and needed by districts. Further, the .

board may recommend a tax rate for district general su/‘pporc and
AN L4

. mai'ntenaricqufrpm each of the mémber counties} N s
Gleriﬁ'y and others (Y971, p. 7) advocate that-as a p\articipxa@ry !
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, gency, the state coor‘ﬂmatmg board for postsecondary education must -
" rely on wxdespread consensus fok its decisions and on persuasion and

cooperation rather than fiat and pure power for policy and implemen-
tation. However, it is maintained that certain legal powers are neces-
sary for the'board to underpin and reinforce the intent of the state to
plan and create a tomprehensive system. The powers thought neces-. -
sary for coordination include: to gngage in continuous planning; to
acquire information through the gstablishment of statewide manage-
ment.and data systems; to review an approve new and exxstmg degree
programs, new campuses, and extension centers; to review and make
recommendations on any and gl facets of both-operating and capital
budgets and, when requested by state authorities, present a consoli-
dated budget for the whole system (p. 25). :
The State Junior Callege Commission in stsxssxppl functions
‘under the State Board of Education (K-12) and is composed of ten mem-
bers: the elected state superintendent of education as chairman, three
public university presidents named by statute, thiee public junior col-
lege presidents selacted by the junior college presxdents ‘and three lay :
persons appointed by the governor. The commission is granted approval
. authority with respect to local institutions’ proposals for (1) new atten-’
- dance centers, (2) contracts to borrow money.for certain types of facil-
ities, and (3) state funds for junior college vocational-technical facilities.
The commission, which meets quartely, is considered a coordi-
nating board for junior colleges. The work the commigssion is con-
.ducted through and by the Division of Junior Colleges, State Depart-
‘mert of Education. Statutes describing the division’s authority and
“responsibility use terms such as advice, assist, recommend, study, pro-
_vide technical leadersth, and’so on. The degree of state office involve-
ment in local administration that the legislature and local administra-
tors and boards desire from the state office is reflected in the size of the
staff— two professional educators and two secretarxes. :
The eight public four-year institutions in ‘Mississippi are under
the central governance of a cgpstxtutxonal board, which has involve-
- ment only with the associate degree nursmg programs oﬁérated by
- public junior colleges /
' . o gt . D
' :  operational relationships -

- s

LN -
" * " The relationship between the state ofﬁée and lcfca] jnstitutions. -
" is one characterized by inclusion of members of each leyel irl practxcally
every agtivity that has statewide impact: the annual budget requests
for state appropriations, the establishmént and maintenance of junior

college standards, and the progratn approval proce5s .
'\ . Thxs relationship reflects- the cooperation aﬂd ‘mutual. respect
: . - B A iy 1
AN o
o : . .
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\ . L 3
between the levels of operation in Mississippi Junior colleges Other ac- .

complishments resulting from voluntary efforts of institutional repre-
sentatives with the state office staff include a uniform academic course
numbering system, a uniform financial accounting system, and the
sponsorship and supervision of statewide activities ‘for junior college
*" personnel and students. , 3 S ‘
One of the state office staff members participates in the
monthly presidents’ méeting and the périodic meetings of academic
; deans, student personnel officers, and busihess managers. The over-
whelming conviction is that the best decisions can be_derived through
_an open fomm-ofgﬁe local- and state-level staff and that most effective
implementation of these decisions depends upon- this bilevel participa-

tion as well. _ : : ' " ‘
 Encroachments. The state control with which Mississippi public
‘ junior colleges.
. U the Junior CAESEe Commission and Division of Junior Colleges. 'In
' -varying degrees‘and
the state agencies that oversee buifaings. public accounts, manpower,

and other special activities. Further influence upon the local institu-

* tions is exercised through the conduct of studies and requests for infor-

mation by these agencies and by legislative committees. This influence . -

X frequently interferes with local efforts which otherwise would .be
" - directed at some local priority. ' ; L
M7+ Direct control by some, agencies is obvious. An agency estab-
L ‘lish\e\d for providing technical assistance’and oversight of computer

.. . opbeations now purchases and holds title to computers and ‘central
~ data processing units at local institutions — regardless of tHe source of
_+ funding for the:purchase. The state building agency has approval
« authority over staté-funded building projects at the local institution,

Jncluding approval of architect assignment, pldn and specifications,

Mist be concerned is through state “agencies other than

irections, control is.exercised by regulations of -

‘

award of contract; and inspection during constructidn, These relation- -

- -ships have been harmonious, but many local administrators feel they
‘> - .are unnecessary. L . :

"/ - During the last five years, a state agency has been created to
- manage the employment and' promotion of state employees through a
~- classificatipn system. Inclusion of employees of local junior colleges

~into this classificatjon system is advocated 'by some legislators and
" would directly claih{wfth,'thé current aythority of.lacal boards of
thteeS. o ‘ ) < -

. Minally, regulations of state agencies governing . certain _pro- -

grams cenducted by the local junior colleges affect decision making.

State boards for nursing, barbering and cosmetology, and otheéroca-

tional education programs influence local decision making options. °,
. o ¢ . ' . .
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B strengths and weaknesses

<€ >.'~é‘*

It g'rowth and development of services by local 1nsqtutlons to

meet local needs is an indicator, local autonomy with state coprdina- -
~ tion works well in Mississippi. The bas1c function'of community and
Junlor colleges is education of studerits and this education takes place
in institutions and in programs. Decisions are allowed/ to be made as

.close to the operational level as possible. Invol\l~eme t in the decision-
- malung process of the people concerned with and affecied by the deci-.

sions enhances the acceptability’ and the execution of these actions.
‘Decisions are not made at one level only to be carried out atanother.
Local autonomy efcqurages rapid response to chnnglng condi-,
tions and needs. It permits fll?ersxty, rnnovatlond and initiative. Local
autonomy also tends to minimize paper procéssing at the state office
and deters state bureaucracy in education. : .
Fxnally, the broad base of local dCClSIOl'l makxng helps local
institutions and the statewide systém of institufions to be politicat
-effective. They, are recognized as nghtful partners ini local and state/ ™
_affairs. . | v 5 - R
On the other harid, state coordxnatlon of locally controlled
-institutions has some inherent weaknesses. Notshe least of these is the

4
, T

~ dependence of ‘this relationship upon the goodwill and active suppart

of all participants in the system. There may also exist a perceived, if
not actual, protection of vested local interests rather than articulation
‘of state interests. 'y s

-Inthe Mlssxssxppl system, most action depend( upen local initia-

' tive. Akhough the state office may.recommend programs or activities,

- only the local instjtution determines whether such programs or activ-
ities are to becom reallty There is no reshediation for local decisions

. that are cansidered_less. satxsfactory than others. The absence/of thlsf
“corrective authorltd})y the state offic creates a vacuum in tje Po
proeess—a vacuum that is frequenily ﬂlled by a fnoned cay
agency. £

al ®

The State office need not become 1nvolved in making (fecxslons
about internal institutional matters so lorg as the instftution itself has '
operated reasonably and éffectively in r‘le'ach] dCClSIOl'IS However,
'the state’s.Iinterest must be prov1ded for if local f:tmn iﬁ»not sufficient.
This. interest i3 not protected in many systems of locally autonomous
institutions. j r ' "
. Theré are two 5.other weaknesses arlslng from a system disposed -
to strong local control. State agencies: restricted printarily to an iiifor-
mational and assisting role have-a limited use and few in the legisla-

> tare or local institution will pay much attention to sgch an .agency..

-

- "

v
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~ conclusion’

” X

Furthermore, fear of stronger state control and growing bureaucrit

may result in insufficient staffing of the state office. Fajlure to maﬁ'ﬁffﬁ‘ﬁ-o

-

mize advantages of coordination and to provide staff for the importzimY

planning function.may result." .

'Pl'—’ . . o

=

Each state must be unique in its balance of state and'local con- .

trol. This relationship operates within the total social and political in-

fluences of the state. : o ) ‘ .
.~ Locally controlled two-year institutions with state coordination

A

imaginative and diverse'local participation continuies'instatewide con-

_ cerns. Responsible decision making by each local board ahd adminis-

4

tration is critical to local control.' State leadership should aid in 'the
decision-making process-at the institutional level. Statewide interests
and accountability for state resources should be assuréd by thesproper
system. . - S N -

.+ The.greatest deterrent to state control is the record of success of -
locally controlled ‘inistitutions, managed effectively and efficiently to
ineet the needs of the areas of service. The greatest assurance for the
best exercise of local authority is an active and concerned’board of -

. trustees, provided with relevant and accurate data, operating in the

<%

| George V. Moody, dz'réctorof the Division of]rn?of.
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‘arena of open deliberation and in tune with ‘district and statewide

needs. . T .
. LA . : ' o ey
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" have served well in Mississippi and will megéfuture needs of the state if - -

. balance of state-level participation. in .the total_governance of the
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In re&&ent years, the need fbr some form of
coordmatzonand planning has been recognzzed
Sfor Mzelugan s public hzgher educatzon

B o phllrplgannon

+ 2 ’
-~ . o \ .

The entire questlon of 1nst1tutlonal autonomy is a complex one. This °
chapter 4t {;empts to examine the quiestidn.in a pragmatic context as it
relates to the state of Michigan. We will look at the quesuon of institu-:
 tional! goverﬂ\ce in postsecondary edusatiop institutions in_general
and commumty colleges in pamcular ‘The most important issues are -
» autonomy, finance and budget, governance, legal-constitutional con-
cerns, and the,attltudes of vano?xs 1ntemal and extemal co.nstltuents of
- thesei msntutmns d ’

Worldwide, . the roles and functions of mstltuglons of hlgher
educatnon, are changlng, and as these change, so does their degree of .
-'autonomy. Regardless of the: tr‘admons of ‘private and public hlgher .
edication in each state, institutions of higher education are being
challenged ‘concerning mstltunonal autonomy and their responsxb;hty
_to the state:. and federal governments. .

In’ trying to mget the needs of their constituents, leaders in
hlgher education and in state and federal governme are taking posi-- -
tions in relatlon t0 coordlnatlon statewide plannlr% centrahzatlon
role deﬁmtlon ‘composition of the board of trusteei‘post secondary
higher education, finance, and enrollment.

T JIn Mlc}ﬁgawm institutional autonomy has been ‘
extremely strong and substantiated ﬁrough a niumber of court cases

and mnsumuonal recggnition. In recent years, the need for some form
}Q y

A

-
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° r

Neanectwmﬁn Comminity ;? olleges, 23,98 . oy . et 75
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' of coordination and planning has been rocognucd by all segments of
Michigan’s public higher education and government,_and a numbger of
stpdies have been c()mpl(‘(cd and used to Jinplemnent  changé. In
December of 1972 Goverhor William @y, Milliken established the Gov-
ernor's Commission on Higher Educ atibn, which u)mplclcd its work
and gave its report in October, 1974. This comnission sought “to fmd
a broad conscnsus on needed rcforms in postsecondary education and
bring about their lmpl( mentation.” It also assérted that there is a need
to determine opinions and attitudes of significant individuals and
_ groups toward this report.

Onc of the key i issucs f1cmg chhlg;m higher cducatlon will be
the process by which institutions. and thestate will deal with the issues
of ‘institutional autonoiny- and the ni'ed f, ] sta(e planmng and coordi-

nation. Prior-to. the mid 19505, l‘ﬂ:ll‘h(‘( ; €s nor universities’ nor
*- . federal -and state' governments Sinvolvéd fnsclves sxgmflcamly
- short-"and long-range planmng nor was a¥#etd felt for axténsive ¢oor-
dmauon and cooperation among locally govérried publlc commumty :
collcgcs. The ntcrhcc between these groups and among colleges was

.- " amiable and. frcspcct With' the Jarge influx of students during

. thelate 19505 h (}@rly 1960s, higher_education forced a reallocation
\ . of funding % . es on federal and state governments. With- in-
s .creased fundifghygh ressute from the legislature and the executive
T \branth of | the 8 nment for.review and accoumzablhty

“ .- As Loga oM, past. presidént of the American Councnl on
Educdtion, has. pointed out,.“Irt a short pcnod of fifteen years the issue
. of relative ‘autonomy of colleges and 'universities and their freedom
from unified, control and national or ‘state centralized control has
. moved from far down the agénda to one gf the top priorities in higher
mdum orr; (1965 pp- 29-87). Also, thqdéelme in the number of high
! schb aduates and-a:leveling off in taxes _people are willing to pay
. the stfﬂ% governmient -has created competition for funds as well as a
“pyblic demand for ac oumablhty o ‘
"+ - :nRobert O. Berdahl, in' Statewide Coardinatiort oszgher Edu-
catu)n 1971).,also emphasned how far centralization has moved ini the
Umtcd; States, noting t that in L1969 only two states had no politically
: named cdord&hatmg agencnes and only twq continued to rely on volun- -
“tary’ associations to pcrform the coordinatirtg function. Two educators
" are quoted itk the front mateer of Berdahl's book as pomting out ragher,
_ ' clearly the issue of autohomy as Vlewed from. erspective of higher- -~
o “education, John Gardner said,,“The i issue off rsity autonomy will
*" " never be- finally. solved; It can anly be lived with.” And Claude Bissell
¢ "said, “Autonomy does not depcnd upon financial indépendenc, forin *

s

.. thesc days np university . .. is financnally mdependem -Nor doesit -
s o T Tl
, oy . - x> ) . y . u
N (. B D , . v . .
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- phasized. .

",

» \ - .
depend ¢pon isolation from politics, which tiebest -is nervous and
unreal, fpr every university these days must enfh ge in tant conver-
sations With thdse who have been elécted to P blic m Academic
autonomy really depends on a broad: social assumptlon that, despite

S . (. 2
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the exigencics of the moment; we must not, make. decisions on mad(:- >

quate informnation.”

- In1973 William Milliken, Governor of Mlchlgan,,m his charge .

to his: newly appointed Commission on Higher Education, listed scveral
major concerns, which can be summarized as follows:,

S lnstltu\ﬁ" ons of higher education have fallcn gllrom hlgh
regard until only 33 percent of the American people express high con-
fiden(;e in educatlonal leadership, as compared w;th 61 percent in

'1966. -t - s

2. Not too many years ago 1nst|tut|ons could rcquest resour‘ces

for capxtal outlay or-operation from the state, and ‘althgygh lﬂ‘y fele
y did not receive all they wished, the rate was sych that it probably
could be looked on -as the golden, age for hlgher education in the
United States In the last few yedrs it seems that it Kas almost totally

reversed ‘e "
© 3 Because o’f‘ the drssatlsfacuon of‘many students in the-late

) 1960s and because of the financial crunch and changing of priorities,

hrgher education is being reevaluated. lt. has to be accountable in ways

'and forgas it never has before. : : %

B 4. The effectiveness of teaching ust also be reviewed.

- 54T he validity of the expressed desire of i 1nst1tutlons for eXpan-
sion, for moré bulldmgs expanded programs, and blgger campuses is
questioned. .- - fe

6. The need to measure the quality ' of educatlon is to be em-
\ , ;

"T.he govemor asked the Commnssron on ngher,Educatlon to be

--sensitive to what he hoped would be some of the anticipated outcomes
and recommendatlons ‘He requested that the Commlsslon on, ngher

_Educatloh oL .
R 1. Make reconn‘nendatlons regardmg plannmg and coordma-_‘
tion of postsecondary educatlon and study the financlgl needs of post- .

seCondarX educati ..

P

g
2. Look carefully at tHe role and. functlon of hlgher educatron‘

. 1nM4cjmgan T e .

3. Devisea system for more effectwe plannmg and coordination.
4, Look for a more cffectme way for goyernance.
5. Look for a bold new design for the ordermg and dehvery of

o
[N

s

- hlghereducatxon services m Michigan,. : ‘
}hon

o At ‘the. fedaral‘ level t'he Task Force ‘on ngher Educ

-

\'.
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+ known as the NcwmamCommission, pointed ou‘t“thc trend toward uni-
formity in our institutions, growing bureaucracy, overemphasis on aca- -
demic credentials;, isolation of students from the world, and lack of
sensitivity.to career involvement on the, paxt of higher cducation. Like
most states which now have centrally developed planning coordination
systems, Michigan higher education’ is at a crucial decjsion point. -
Michigan's constitution of 1962 appcared .to-give the Department_of
Education the role of coordinatioh #hd planning. *This. has been cdn-

_ tested in the courts arfd the autononiy of the indiyjdual colleges and

- univergities has been substantiated. Boards of trusteds are the account- .-

‘ able group. Consequently, there is no office designated by law in Mich- *

‘ igan that can request cooperation and coordination of higher educa-

tion. The executive and legislative offices through appropriations ahd

other approaches do, however, impact on the arcas of planning‘and
coordination. = o o -

Historically, Michigan has had a strong commitment to all seg-

ments of public education. Over 80 percent of students in higher edu- -
cation in Michigan attend public institutions. In its constitutions arid
through court*decisions, Michigan has reemphasized many times its
respect for autonomy of universities and four-year colleges. Time and
time again when clashes have a#isen between institutions of higher
learning and the legislature or governor's office, the courts have reaf-
firmed the autonomy of the institutien and the reserve rights of the

« . boards of control. . Y T U

In the Spring 1978"issuc of the Michigan AAUP Letter, Dr.

Allen H. Jones, executive secretary of the Michigan Conference of

American Association of University Professors, had-an address that he

gave at' a forum on April 7, 1978, reproduced with the 'title: “Are We

Allin the Same Boat, or Is It ‘Everyone for Oneself’?"” ,

The executive secretary’s presentation, although not necessarily
the view of the AAUP, does give a perception that is-held by many in

‘higher edu.cation in Michigan, including myself. He suécinctl}" talks

2 > . . . . . Iy .
* about the unique history of Michigan in higher education:

¢
$

. ~

A close look at the many AAUP statements of principle
will reveal a' common theme of respect for the individual fac--
culty member and for the nature of the academic pursuit, and." .
. Tresistance to tendencies of administrative authoritarianisin®and
N acgdemic centralization. Indeed, I btlieve. that a sgrong case |
can. be ‘made . that centralization and bureaucratization, -
whether at the institutional, state, or at 'some future point of |
national level, are anathema-to the historic pursuit of academic

freedom and 'acadgmic.governan,ce by faculty. .. .

. .
B . B
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Mlclngan has a unique lnghcr education lnstor)ﬁ?and I
believe a- most fortunate one. From the inception of public
"higher education with the University of Michigan, our state has
provided clearcut constitutional standing for our primary insti- -
tutions, and through the vicissitudes of constitutional revision, »
legislative muscle:flexing, and court interpretation, we now live -
with a nonsysterh of higher education in which each public bac-
calaureate institution has an independent board of control and
considerable protection from the political whims of either the '»@
governor's office or the legislature. While the State Board of
Education serves as Michigan’s “1202 Commission,” it is clear '
that the board has rio power over the 1nst1tutlons and baxﬂ
qualifies under the federal 1202 definition. . . . X

I think that this nonsysteggis an excellent thing. MlCl’ll'
gan has seen the gradual development.gof fifteen public bacca:
laureate campuses and twenty-nine public community college
each with autonomous boards and administrations, and e
striving to develop and fl¢sh out a character and charistra*6f its
own. And, in fact, neatrly all of these institutions have created . ,

N some special appeal and some loyal followmg ranging from %
international prommence to local pride.

o7 : o
\ J . : course taxonomy
One of the most-interesting impacts on lécal autonomy, and °
_ one which will possibly be challenged constitutionally by the commu-
‘nity colleges, was the Appropriation Act, which méndated a complete
taxonomy of courses for which communlty colleges could seek state - .
funding. v .
‘The State Department of Educatlon ‘was given the responsnblllty
for the development of the taxonomy In addition, the act provided
that a panel of five members would be-established to give direction to .
review and approve actions of the Department of Education with
} regard to the development of the taxonomy in matters of conflict be-
~ tween a college the.Department of Education, and the legislature con-
cerning the taxonomy. However, no appedl or due process has been .
.developed.prior to meeting with the, legislative representatives. The act
further provrdes that the panel will consist of two senators and two’
representatives selected from. the House ‘and Senate Appropriations.
Commiittee 6n a bypartlsan basis, and one representative from the -
Department of Management and Budget. .
v &  The act provides that a commiunity college w:ll not be funded
for a\nz courses not 1ngéluded in the final taxonomy developed from the

' kS
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categorics delineated in the Appropriations Bill. Appeals may be-

directed to the five-member panel provided by the act. The decision of

the panel is final. It apepars at this point that the legislature is acting -
as an administrative agency, directing the Department of Education
and community colleges concerning progam and course development
at the local level. ‘ / '

’ -There seems to be a direct conflict between this act, with its in-
trusion by the state legislature via a course-by-course analysis of what
will be funded by the state, and the constitutional mandaté given to
community colleges for direction and control of their institutions.

A community college president adressed the following letter to .
the State Board of Education and to the legislature and governor in
February, 1978, regarding the impact of the taxonoMy on Michigan
community colleges: S :

o " Last week I presentéd to the State Board of Education.

the enclosed materials, “which pertain to the taxonomy and the
constitutionality of the community college legislation that be-’
. » came effective on August 4, 1977. I would like to share with you
-my concerns about what is happening to community colleges in
N Michigan. . : ‘ o ,

' - The major issues, I beli¢ve, are-institutional responsibil-

" ity arigl’a_ccouptability. Not money—as important as that may
beand of immediate concern. ~ - T C
‘- i 1 think the-issueis so critical that it is time'for each of us

- to review ‘carefully our philosophical commitment regarding .
' the role, function, and responsibility of the executive office, the
v legislature, and the State Board of Education, as they relate to -

the responsibility, accountability, and "autonomy ‘of Michigan

communit)";ébyege boards of control. . .

w - Iraddition amdkhistory in dur country ‘point in one direc-
tion—that réSponsibility and accountability be delegated, to
b .y the greatest degree possible, to an individual or-fiéup at the

local level. This issue;js central, I believe, in a d&ii‘!)"c"ratic soci-

ety. The other choice i to centralize, Which, in ny opinion, will
diminish a'citizen’s opportunity for personal growth and respon-

- sibility for their own actions. e I

" Our way of life has centered around encouraging per-'

: - sonal initiative and, providing opportunities for self-improve-

-

m@’g"ﬁ I believe that community colleges play a, major role in
L el&‘g people realize their goals. They mustbe sensitive and

* acéou table to the, Ppeoplethey serve. o S
“It is because of the community college’s unique.relation-,g,«,; )
’ . 2w . LN . . .
‘. - ' - i ) j
o
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ship with the citizens of its own district that I believe the local
board should have control over programs, if it is to be held
accountable for them, always understandmg the need for state
wide coordinating ‘and planmng But it is the balance between .

. the'state and the local institution ‘for. these aréas of responsibil-

ity that is the crucial issue. The relationship between post-
secondary institutions and the state should not be and need not
be adversarial. -

The present 1nvolvement of the State Board of Educa-
tig)n the legislature, and the executive office in a course-by-
cOurse evaluation of the taxonomy places them diréctly into the -
classroom, past the board pf trustees, the admlnlstrgtors of the
college, and the faculty. This 1nvolvement does not §erve the
student or the state well.

N The issue may be philosophical, but its implementation

. is o in its impact on the day-by-day activities and the future

of ot institutions. = +

I believe that thé advisory and coordlnatlng approach”
taken in the past by tﬂe state of Mlchlgan in working with its
postsecondary educatxonal institutions has been more effective
-tham the regulatory role played by governments in gther states.
“In my opfiion, the track record for ‘our state points out that
local autonomy, with responsibility, allows for greater flexibility
and sensitivity to local needs. Mnchlgans approach - ‘has pro-
duced a community college system considered near the top in
quality.and cost- efficrgncy»o'

Another -issue " centers aro‘und the attomey generd’s

t opinion declaring unconstltutlonal the joint pane};estab-.
hshed by the 1977 Community (Y’ol‘lege Appropnatlons Act t
give direction, approve, and reviéw the taxonomy. The" Stat§
Board: of Education has been requested to:delay action with
respect to the taxonomy to allow for the development of written

".procedures allowmg additipnal input from personnel in the

institutions involved. In this way, a careful and judicious review
of the interpretation of the state law, ds it relates to taxonomy,
could be madé by affected i mstltutlons ’ o

'.'

The concerns ; tloned in thlS lettex;, qg well as those held by.' ’

- office, helped, I believe, to have the past approach to taxonomy be *

“removed from the upcoming leglslatlon in the House and.Senate. It

s possible, as of this wrltmg, that these issues will nobbe a part of the
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- Since the completion of the governor's report; funding for
Michigan higher edufation has followed two different approaches -
one for the public colleges and universities and the other for commu--
nity colleges. ‘ . g

For the public ‘four-yfm_glleges and universities an Investment

Needs Model has been place®tfidperation; it evolved from the work of
Dr. David Myrphy, assistant director of the. state’s Senate Fiscal
Agency, and Rjick Bossard, fiscal analyst with the House Fiscal Agency.

. Over the last several years-they havé worked with the thirty-
‘member Miclfigan Higher Education Task Force, which is made up of
_two administrators from each baccalaureate institution. A number of

quality-oriented indices were dev_éloped, along with an evaluation and

~ © ° comparison of peer institutions. This information was then used to
rheasure and ascertain the institution’s actual needs. Although the
modgl has not been totally fundgd, it does recognize the unique nature

-of eath institutiom. During'theﬁast several months the approach .has
been stioned by individual institutions; however’ it is the state’s

present position to coritinue with this a Stoach. .

" The Department of Education has not.played a significant role
in the development of formulas for community colleges, universities, §r -
four-year colleges. The legislative fiscal agencies. met with university

) .representativ.es’ and develdﬁ%;;a-;»\g, formula that was accepted on an’

. experiment‘%asis by thg. Senate and House of Representatives. The

§ community €Sileges at this time were also funded under a formula that

took into account a.number of variables. " SRR TR
"~ The approach used in Michigan over the years for appropria-

tions has followed the pattern of individual community colleges receiv-.
ing from the governor each spring policy statements conderning devel-
opment of the budget to be presented by the governor in January-of the -
following year. This is received about eighteen months priér to the
state fiscal year, which beging October 1. :

. The local campuses have the autonomy to develop budgey prep- -,
aration in detail on campus without specific guidelines from the state:
Locally, the budgets are developed in detail in August of that year,
The Department of Budget and Management of the governor’s office 3
gives instructions regarding the submission of the. institytion’s budget: -
- *_ request. T IR

' ~ There are no Jimjgations on thre use of extérnal incofne other - .

than that the state do Fﬁ%ﬁ% cur liability 'w'i'tholit.épr‘_‘x‘currén_c;e forfur--* .

% ther funding of progrags Rjer’g;éntedxhroug’h the use”of fede‘rql or
.’ . sl ‘1\‘. c‘ o ‘ '.4 _%
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private funds. The state does not interfere in* the areas of personnel
assignments, operations, or administration g,l‘t'he community colleges.

In past years, the individual community colleges have sub-
mitted their detailed budget requests, which included enrollment pro@

~ jections, program information, tax base, millage ratés, and other fin

v

ancial.data. The practice of the governor's office and the legislature
has been to develop a systemwide formula for funding community col-
leges. The formula considers funding levels of three basic programs —
liberal arts/business, vocational-technical, and health ' careers—in
"~ computing the growth allowance for individual community colleges. -

“There are certain deductions applied for in recognition of the local

property tax and tuition dollars collected by the iWividual institutions
(see Figure 1). . < ' . .

"' In past years, Michigan has made varying amounts of funding
available for physical plant development on community college cam-
pues—usually never more than 50 percent of the project, and in
the last several years there-was a limit of $750,000 in any one year per

" institution.

Because of austerity in bu%geting, very few dollars have been
allocated for capital outlay in_recent years. Under state law, .commu-
nity colleges have the-authority to fund building projects through the
sale of bonds. Tha{;mount that can be raised through bapd$ depends

S@@nemx base of the individual college district.

( The Community College Act of 1966 as amended provides that
the colleges can sell bonds in the amount of 1% percent of the first

- $250 million state-equalized valuation plus 1 percent of all.valuations
over that amount. The law further provides that the college may levy -
sufficient millage to pay the principal and interest on theése bonds,

- which have been authorized by the board of trustees and subsequently
approved by the State Municipal Finance Commission. The colleges
have an additional opportunity through a vote of the electorate to
bond up to 5 percent of the total state-equalized valuatior ofstheir

~ district. e . o ,

In addition, a college cari, through a vote of the people, provide
fora special building and site millage, which could be levied for one or

- more years 6 provide funds for building purpdses. C‘(}l{eges may also

" earmark a portion of their current voted millagé for capital oatlay pur-

- poses. Community colleges have also received federal funds for build- i
-, ing purposes, but these funds have been minimal i recent years. '

- Fanding for the Michigan public school retirement program is
provided by the individual community cblleges. In contrast, the pri-

mary soutce of funds for K-12 is provided by the state. ~ . .
A . - a " )
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‘,‘, LT Ui;) b '..* [ 9 .

Lt s



84 a “ o -

- ¥,

Figure 1. Appropriajtions for Mic'!)iganCommunity CoHeges

By legislative act, the:actual appropriation for community colleges in 1977-78 was
$109.875,574. The appropriation was based on three funding categories according to
enrollment: General Academic, Vocational/Technical, and Health. In addition, a
series of special provisions wer%alloéated to specific colleges. '

%‘ General Academic 59%. L -
b b Vocational/Technical 239 : . g
", ' Health 10% S :
. ) Specﬁll Provisions* 89

- Sfecial
Prdyvision

.4“ ’ : ’%

- § ' Health
/," . 10%

. ~ General **" | 0z, 5.
R .. Vocational/ . . ‘ ] i% l;lnson
S & ¢ B - Academic - Py frofiment
N 23% -, '
»oo. : ’ : .
- ) * ";‘
* |
. e to4
. . Fa
P ’ . . - L
' Shaded areas represent pﬁson students who are funded through the enrollment in the
; three categories and in'the special provisions category: ' ,
- ' *The statutory special provision of over $8 million for Wayne County Co}éxunity_Col-
lege is not shown. % ? .
A THe cost of staffing and funding certain new programs has
placed a sévere financial impact on community colleges as well as other

tions. Some of these costs include worker’s unemplayment '

compengatior) insurance, whicl is funded by the individual col]:ge\'ge‘s,
_programs forthe phyﬁcally,hand%ped, fire ihsurancé requiremeénts,
the Michigah gccupational Safety®dnd Health Act, compliance with
Title IX,;and other similar legislation, both state and federal. This is
not to quegtion. the Validity of such acts, but merely to point out that
they do 'have a financial impa‘cf.'_lg Michigan the appropriatjons bill +’

- for community, colleges provides that no fewer than thrée cofumunity

< colleges shall .be audited biannually.’ 'ffhese.vrevjews are commonly
referred to as performance audits. There are no guidelines provided to®

) @ -
: 3 oL AL . . o,
?:5; - LA - - . . ‘);»“_v_l LD Co
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the institutions in advance of sucly an audit. While he

range point of view, at times the audits have a severe1if#ual and ex-
ternal effect on individual institutions, since jare reviewed care-
fully by the legislature and executive office, and distributed to the |
media. R :

’ The significant change this year centers on theHeyse and Sen-

ate”¥pproach to funding. The Senate ‘approach is not enrollment
driven as has. been the case over the years, but attempts tb establish a
model based upon previous years’ expenditures and enrollment, allow-
ing for a base to be established. The House proposal useés a combina-
+ tion of the governor’s and Senate’s proposals. It recognizes enrollment
changes, but alsothe financial problems some of the institutions suffer
~ with large enrollment increases or decreases, throughé placing a mini-
- mum increase of 714 percent over the current year's funding. It further
recognizes the wealthlof the individual-district in terms of tax base per
student, and provides for a power-analyzing concept that has been pro-
poséd by both the governor and the Senate. The House proposal recog-
nizes enrolments as a base for providing state-suppdrted dollars to the
Institution. : T : :
Both the Senate and"_House proposals provide a considerable in-
, crease in dollars oyer the goverrior’s proposal in recognition of deficien-
cies in previous years of funding fot community colleges. -

survgy of voters and postsecondary officials

. ‘The 1975-74 study by the’ Gommission on Higher Education-
pointed out that there was a need to determine the attitudes of the peo-
- ple of Michigan and the different segments of higher education regard-
_ing the need for change in the areas of coordination, cooperation,
autonomy, and-other key issues in higher education. The Commission
on Higher Education made its réport in 1974 and Governor Milliken
“qgtated in his State of thedState Address in 1976 and 1977 that the state
of-Michigan must carefully review the role, function, and system of
higher education in Michigan; The governor and the commission fur-
ther expressed the desire that the attitudes of the people, both directly
and indirectly invplved in higher education, should be determined and
. analyzed. L. ® T
~.. .To find 'out what the people of Michigan and thé representa-
, tives of public ahd private institutions thbught abolit governante, a
complete’ study. qf attitudes and opirions was made in 1977 by this
writer. The profile of the respondents evolved into two distinct patterns.-
‘representative’of the two groups studied.

o

The registered voter’s’ profile foﬁowcd the demégrapliiq and

]
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_psychographic patterns gpr Michigan' tegistered voters in--majority- -
¥*  minority makeup and distrtbution geographiically into four major argas
- "rof the state: central, southcast, upper peninsula, and_western. The»
« sample was further delineated into voter patterns for central city,
farm, rural,-small city, and suburbs. These eleven categories made
possible an analysis of the voter opinions and attitudes toward post-
“secondary education and their possible voting patterns on the key q'ues-é
tion of coordinating or controlling public higher education. :
~ More than six hundred key faculty, presidents, board chair-.
men, and board members of eighty-tws Michigan higher education in- .
stitutions ranging in type from private and public two-year colleges,
four-year public and private colleges ta specialized institutions.and- .
public and private universities were mailed questionnaires with a. .
return rate of over 86 percent. The tange in size of institution was from ..
several hundred to over forty thousanq studénts. For‘each type of insti-
tution the respondents were classified by~age, number of years experi-
ence in their own insfitution, size of institution, and ‘whether or not
their institution was 6rganized by employees for bargaining purposes.
) / .

- attitudes of posts condary officials

es. Wheninstitutional representatives were
asked to congider whether the goals and purposes of postsecondary
education ipzMichigan. were clearly defined, board ‘chairmen (54%),
administrators (51%), and board members (49%) were in general
agreement that they were not. Interestingly enough, faculty Meld an
© even stronger position (64%) in this regard. -
By types of institutions, the private institutions, with the excep-
tion of the private universities, -did not holgk as strong an opinion. All .
other institutions responded that goals werénot clearly defined. ’
: Planning and Coordination. Institutional representatives, when
asked if they thought that the present approach to planning and coor- o
dination would meet the needs of Michigan higher education for the Y
. futire, showed some disagreement. Board chairmen responded more
’ strongly (52%) that the present approdch would not work, than did
board members (43%). ,Ihe;_' faculty were strongly convinced (61%)
that the present- approach would not be adequate, and administra-

* tors (59%) agreed. The representatives of public institutions held the
opinion that our present approach was riot going to be satisfactory,
with those representing commurity colleges (56% ) most strongly hold-
ing this position. But those représenting private colleges were inclined -
to be more in agreement that the present approach was satisfactory,

* .. Thélength of service of board members had little impact on
:-_ _ 2 ’ .'1 L i s _. "_»_ LJ Ny ; . N
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quesﬁi elther from serloqs analySIS Gf the 51tHat15n 11} thel oy
-aT:aWde ¢ or in the C'hL‘lI‘Ch The premising- factof' in tifis ¢ concern for A
whBleness .and ‘with thé. questioh of valdes is gthat they have ~ °

émerged from a dlSCUSSlOH of w1der commumt ng ds.
,E Yy

TREND #3: The cHirch mcre’asmgly is more~ concerned with -
ministry than'.with ministers in its mzs.sion to post-secondar:y '
educatzon , n ;

There has been a shlft of focus from ministers to mmlstry
Rather than the traditional strategy of concentrating on placing -
campus mlmsters in a locatlon for a residentially based ministry, -
the emerging empha51s is on the church’s ministry. What church
leadership at last is reahzmg is that post-secondary education has

. burst the boundaries of tlmewand space. The keyorganizing
‘concept is ‘Hifetime learning?’ and the arena has shlfted from the
siweampus’’ -to the community: Education is now construed as
“touchmg life in a lifelong way.’” The goal must become the
equipping of the church fvls ministry in and to post-secondary
educatlon rather, than that/of supporting, a cadre, of profess:onal .
““‘campus ministers.”’ Nowtthis does not mean ‘that-more tradition-
ally oriented campus ministries are ‘going to be abandoned. I
earn my’ bread on a state umversn}q campus in which‘our student
body is largely resndentlal and in which there are several full-time
campus ministers in. denominational centers who are engaged in
effective campus mlmstrles Fundmg spent primarily on the career
" development needs of professional campus ministers is more
appropriately derlved from prlvate foundatlons than from.denomi-
» national judicatories. - .

. This shift from an empha51s on the deployment of professumal
campus ministries to an emphasns on the church’ ministry is in:
part a recognition of economic limitations. Synods, presbyteries,
annual conferences and dioceses simply do not have the financial
-ability to establish and maintain traditional campus ministri -t
the incredible number of community colleges and technical sc
which have appeared in the last decade.

One can only see this trend as both hopeful sign and helpful =
corrective. Sthce; 1970 J.-have sgrved on'a local United Ministries .
Center Board .and the rrost. evndent trend throughout the decade
has been that of growing: and vital _participation on the part of% |
churchpersons fronr several congregatlons From a kind of per- -
functory and nominal willingriess to follow the professional lead, - -
“the committee has moved to a genuine ownershlp of the ministry.
There is evidence that thlS is not an experlence pecullar to Talla-
hassee ' o s D
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TREND #4:

in and te post-secondary educdtion entails .more

work. "’ ! .

A IR VI . " C ) P TP
The church is beginnirg to recognize that its miggstry
than “‘student

S .. .
~

- a

[

. A continuing confliet be_tween'”churc’h leaders and many campus
ministers is generated over ,5trong "and . sincere differences’ of
opinion on whether or not’ ministry in post-secondary- education
‘should focuis essentially, indeed exclusively, on ‘‘sfudent work."’
Many diseussions simply assume that student .work ‘is the chief
end and aim of ménistry in and to higher .education. The concept of

are engaged in post-secondary educational

‘return to the ‘‘real world’" of vocational an

Obviously, if there is much wisdom associated

“*student work™ commonly méans ministering to adolescer.ts who

curricula until they
civic responsibitity.
with trends toﬁvﬁ“ ich

L

- we have alluded above, then an exclusive focus on student work .
~ necessarily is truncated and inadequate. , . - S

13

at

A
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orientation as simply unsophisticated

] -~

PTE

We nlust not be too guick to dismiss

L

zi strong ‘‘student work"’
or misguided. Lest it gé
unsaid, let us acknowledge that students-are an important part of

the post-secondary education scene.'I am prepared to argue that if
‘a particular campus ministry has not succeeded in gathering a
community of students, then the appropriate questions-is, “*0.K.;
-what are you doing?’* It is one thing to explain patiently to fellow
church folk that contemporary students characteristically are not
looking for a ‘*home away from home’’ and’ that they don’t want

their leisure time organized. But it is another thing to be ‘able to:
involved in a post- .

give an accounting for nét having stidents

secordany educational ‘'ministry Ministries to ‘istructure”’ or to
higher education in general can prove to be very amorphous and

too conveniently, inappropriate for” evaluation hy any - specific -

tanons of accountability.

v

cerning this -issue because'we feel uneasy

b

I think 'many of us in mainline churches are given pause con-

with the apparent

success in student work of.the more conservative, evangelical

. campus ministries. dndeed, one of the most important phenomena

in contemporary American culture is the renascence of-evangeli-
calism. We all need to ponder ‘the apparent impact that conserva- -
tive evarigelicalism is having on young adults throughout America.

Those of us in mainline denominations really

are not certain why

conservative churches are growing, but we are uneasy about the

resurgence of evangelicalisnr in our- nation.?

In many cases the

ability of conservative evangelical groups such as Campus Crusade

for Christ and The Inter-Varsity Fellowship t

-
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there was substantxal support for a separate state board of higher edu-
+ cation in the executive office, the majority responded that they lacked,
information or held no opinion on this question, with the exception of
board chairmen who had some tendency to agree wrth thrs/posmon
e84,
uplication, Competztzon, Cooperatzon When asked whether:

lead to duphcatxon of resotrces and unwarranted compefmon all dis®%,
agreed ‘However, faculty (57%) and administrators (58%). .as com- -

-of a statewxderboard of controf for hxgher educatxon wollls)

. pared with board chairmen (68%) and board members (75%), ex:

_pressed less disagreement concerning this issue.

. By types of institution, all disagreed with this . -position. The
pubhc colleges and winiversities held a stronger degree of drsag‘reement
than, did-the private institutions. It is apparent that all of hxgher edu-
cation, public and :private, feels that a state board of control is not

necessa.ry to stop duphcatron urrwarranted competmon and ]ack of -

interinstitutional cooperation.

- Déscontinuance of Local Boards of Control. When respondents
were-asked whether the present hoards of control for public oolleges'
and universities should be discontinued and these colleges and univer-: -
sities ‘placed under a single statewide board, board chairmen (86%) .
and boird members (90%) held the strongest opinions in, opposmonx
The faculty (70%), although in opposition, were lgss so than adminis-
trators (84%) or board members. However, the admxnxstrators tended
to follow the faculty in not holding quite as strong a position as the:

NI

‘board members. It is appprent that all categories of respondents held g

strong opinions in opposifion to this proposition.
w3 Flnctions and Respomzbzlztzes of State Board of. Educatzon

3

Institutional representatlves were ' in general agreement .that the .

responsxbxlmes of the present State,Board of Education should be
limited constitutiohally to leadership, general supervxsxon planning; -
and coordination; the' agreement level ranged from 62% to 70%.

' Consxdered by type of 1nst1tut1on the private ¢community col-

leges, four -year colleges,” and universities were significantly Tess in-"

clined to agree with this position, as COmpared with the pubhc 1nst1tu--
txon§ who favored it. : Yy
Should the Community College Board Be Elected ?- Instxtutxonal-

respondents, when asked whether community college boards of control:

s
should continue to be ‘elected, all agreed. *The lowest, in agreement

were the faculty at 59% and the highest.were the board members at '
73%. Boar%charrmcn*ag'reed at the 71%~level and- admxmstrators at

67% .- - s T W
By type of i’nstrtutlon, all respondents favored éommunity ,col-
o . ) . 3 ) . , o L RN 7 . A
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lege boards continuing to be clected by the public, with the exception
of public universities at 43%. In greatest support of this approach were
public community colleges at 91%. They are also thc most directly
affected by the approach, which they now use for sélection of board
members. The others ranged in the 50s and into the 60s, Further anal-

ysis showed that public universities under 30,000 enrollment that have
their board members appointed disagreed with the proposition at the
49% level and agreed with it at the 35% level. Interestingly enough,
the public universities over 30,000 that have elected boards agreed at
the 609% level. Tt appears that one of the most important factors in
determining one’s opinion in this regard is what approach is currently
beinng used for sclection of the board or the institutional representative.-

Should the Community College Board Be Appointed? Institu-
tional respondents, when asked whether the community college boards
of control should be appointed by the governor with advice and con- .
sent of the Senate, disagreed in every category with this approach for
community college board seclection. The board members were the
highest in disagreement (69%), administrators (68%), board chair-
men (65%), and faculty the lowest (55%). The present boards of con-
trol of community colleges, including the K-12 board, are elected at
large; the regional state universitics and colleges-have appointed-boards
and the thrée major universities have elective boards, and each group
scemed to prefer to remain with the approach it-is now using for its
sclection process. '

By type of institution, respondents from the four -year public
colleges reported 48% disagreeing with this approach and 33% agree-
ing. The group most in disagreement with appointment by the gover-
nor was thc\public community colleges (89%), followed by the private
commurngyy ‘colleges (73%), with the four-year private colleges and
graduate schools and universities in'the mid-50s.

Redistricting of Michigan Community Colleges. Institutional
respondents, when asked whether redistricting of Michigan community
colleges sheuld take place to provide the services equally to all areas of
the state, were clase in agreement by a simple majority; however,
board chairmen and administrators were at 48% each, with board
members at 55% and faculty at 58%. The redlstrlctlng question
appears:to raise the problem of possible competition locally for stu-
dents and programs.

' By type of institution, respondents followed an interesting pat- "
tern that possnbly signified the interest of the institution. The institu-
tions most in disagreement with this posmon were the four-year public
colleges They would undoubtedly be the institutions upon whose pro-
grams and student enrollment redlstnctmg would have the greatest

~

¢
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impact, examples being redistricting in and around Northern Michi-
gan University, Central Michigan University, or Western Mlchlgan
University. The four-year public colleges were the lowest (26%) in
agreement that this should be the approach to take, followed by pri-
vate collcgcs (42%),"and public universitics (46%). The community
colleges most directly impacted were the highest in agreement (71%).

Institutional respondents with increased experience in higher
cducation were, without exception, by category more in*favor of redis-
tricting of Michigan community colleges. The board members with less
than ten years' experience in higher education agreed at 52%, while
board members having more than ten years' cxperlence agreed at
56 % . Faculty with more than ten years’ experlcnce were in agreement
at 62% and those with less than ten years’ experience at 57%. Admin-
istrators with less than ten years' experience showed a greater margin
of difference in this regard, 35% in agreement, but those with more
than ten years were at 56% agreement. It is very possible that the”

‘newer administrators perceive the recent growth and emergence of the
community college as a more direct threat to their institutions than
those that have been in higher education for a longer period of time.

Should Community Colleges Grant Baccalaureate Degrees?
‘When institutional respondents were asked whether community col-
leges should be allowed to grant baccalaureate dgg'rees all categories
agreed that this would not be an appropriate role*for community col
leges. The highest in agreement were faculty 'and administrators at
859 each, followed by board chairmen at 67% and board members at
64%.

By type of institution, the responden,ts agreed that this ap-
proach should not be taken by community colleges, the highest agree-
ment being that of the four-year public colleges at 91%  followed by
the public universities at 80% public community colleges at 72%, pri:
vate graduate schools and universities at.64%, four-year private col s
leges at 63%, and private community colleges at 607 -

Institutional respondents with increased experience in higher
education followed the trend of being more”ir{ agregment that the
granting of a baccalaureate degree should not be the/role of commu-
nity colleges. The highest level of ag‘reement was found with faculty
who had more than ten years' experlence in hlgher education, at 90%

~and administrators with: more” than ten years. expeﬁcnce at 88%
Board members showed the same trend but at a lower level of accep-
tancey; 62%-: for those w;th less than ten years' experxence and 709% for
those with more than ten years’ experience.

Should Communaty Colleges Have the Same Relatzonsth to the
Proposed State Board quzgher Edtcation? Instxtutlonal respondents

°
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when asked whether communlty colleges should have the same rela-
tionship to the proposed state board of hlgher education as baccalaur-
eatc institutions, varied their opinions in an interesting pattern. Fac;
ulty were in the highest agreement (67%), followed by board chairmen
and administrators at 62% each, and board members at 64 %,.

By type of institution, the respondents were in agreement, with
“the exception of the private graduate schools and universities at 47%
and the public universities at 43% . The other institutions were in favor
of this relationship with the four- -year public colleges at 68%, and pub-
lic community colleges at 76%. It is interesting to note that the pubhc :
universities do not perceive the community college as having the same
relationship with the proposed state board of higher education. This
should be a point of further i 1nqu1ry and interest if a state board should
evolve in the future.

Separate Boards of Trustees. Instmmonal respondents when
asked whether there should be separate boards of trustees for those
community colleges presently under K-12 boards, agreed in all cate-
gories, the highest being administrators at 73%, followed by board
chairmen at 70%, faculty at 68%, and board members at 65%.

attitudes of registered voters

Govemmg Boards. A sample of registered voters, when ques-
tioned in a telephone survey on how well they were satisfied with the
actions of the governing boards of our public colleges and universities,
responded that they were not well informed (65%) Twenty-two per-
cent were satisfied, or moderately satisfied, and only 2% were dissatis-
fied. The opinions of whites and minorities on this question seemed to
follow somewhat the same trend, regardlc.. of what area of the staté
was surveyed. When the respondents were classified as either rural or
urban, the farm and rural voters appear the least satisfied and the
small city, suburban, and central city voters appear thé most satisfied

- with their governing boards.

Single Statewide Board. When the sample of registered voters
that reported themselves as informed on the issue were asked whether
the present governing board members for Michigan public colleges
and universities should be replaced by a single statewide board, they
responded negatively. Forty-eight percent said this should not be done
and 24 % said it should.

The respondents of minority races supported this approach
more than did the Wh &s. The whites were 51% against and the min-
ority races 33% agaifist. This question can be viewed frem the stand-
point of centralization versus decentralization with the possibilit}that
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a centralized system could be mpre easnly actlvated through a statew1de
system than through separate local boards. <

When respondents were classified by urbanization, those in °

' greatest opposjtion were the rural (55%) and the small city (539%), fol-
lowed by suburban (48%), farm (44%), and central city (38%).

' Aduisory or Regulatory Statewide. Board. When sampled regis-
tered voters were asked whether this statewnde board should be advi-
sory or regulatory, theif opinions were very “Close (40% to 38%). Of the -
mlnonty races, 279 felt that the board should be advisory, while 51%
felt it should be regulatory; as opposed to the white voters, of whorn
439 reported that 1t {ihould be advisory and 35% that it should be
regulatory.

The rural area held the highest percentage in favor of advisory
(47%), followed by suburban (42%), farm and small city (39%), and
central cities (35%). The strongest position for a regulatory approach,
was that of the central cities (46%), followed by the farm area (44%),
and then small c1ty. rural, and suburban. :

future conditions qf po\s,:secondary e_ducation

CN -

Institutional representatives and sample Michigan voters re-

" sponded in varied fashion to quéstions regarding the future conditions -
of postseco(ldary education. Of institutional representatives respond-
mg te the question of whether enrollments will stabilize, Xecreage, or
increase, 41% believed there would be stabilized enrollment for hlgher
education, while 47% believed there would be decreasing enrollment,
and only 18% believed that higher education enrollment would in-
crease in the future. Eighty-nine percent agreed that there WOuld be

more specialized demands for educational services.

Almost all institutional representatives (93%). when asked
about increasing costs, believed that costs would go ‘up They also
reportetl that competition for students would be a problem (90%),
along with stiffer competltlor:kgevenue (94%). :

Institutional representatives (58%) believed that their institu- .
tion’s mission would be more difficult to define in the future, and that
the quality of their institutions would be more difficult to maintain in
the future (62%)."

‘Interestingly, of the sampled Michigan voters, the greatest
number said that the quahty of institutions would improve in the
future, with only 129 saylng it would not and 24% reporting it would
remain the ‘same. Once again, a substantial number ({19%) reported
that they were not informed. ' ’ '

Cooperation and coordination are key issues for higher educa-
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"ntion in Michigan. Institutional representatives agreed that the compe-

tmowr students, among other issues difficult to resolve, will be an
im nt issue requiring cooperation. Forty-seven percent agreed that
codperatron would be more difficult in the future, and 42% disagreed.

" When institutional representatives were asked whether resources
would be more difficult to manage and whether.there was a need for a
greater diversity of programs, they reportéd that this would be a prob-

‘% asked whether there will be continuing respect
for higher education| their Opinions~were‘4€ivided almost evenly. Ap-
proximately 40% perceived that this is going to be a problem, and
40% responded that it would not be more difficult in the future. The
questlon of the image of higher education hung, in a sense, on the
opinion of key people. It would be most mterestmg to find out why they

y Er become a
crucial issue for"higher education in the future, and wHat could be
done to hold or improve the image of higher gducation. |

The fact that so many sampled Michigan voters feel they aré\ '
uninformed is significant. It appears we have an opporlumt/\to ipform
Michigan citizens about what our educational institutions: accomphsh
.for them. =< T

Responsibilities of a State Board of Higher Education. When
institutional respondents were asked whether collecting essential data
about postsecondary education would be facilitated if a new state
board of higher education were established, the highest in agreement
were the faculty at 97% and the lowest in agreement were the board
chairmen at 87%.

When they 1 Were asked 1f the proposed state board should con-
duct comprehenslve and continuous planning and assessment studies
of all aspects of postsecondary education, they were generally in agree--
ment, with faculty agreeing 89%, administrators 88%, board mem-
bers 88%, “and board chairmen 80% It appears that some board
. chairmen may perceive that this function intrudes on the reserve power
of the local board. Institutional respondents, by type of institution,
ranged from 59% to 93% in. support of this function. However, it
is of some interest that the range is wide and one might draw the
conclusion that the private graduate universifies and four- -year  pub-
lic coTleges would prefer not to have this intrusion into thelr board
functions.

When asked whether this board should advise the governor and
the legislature about the financial and other needs of postsecondary
education, the board members responded in highest agreement(91%,),
the faculty second (89%), with the board chairmen at 87% and ad-
ministrators at 88%. By type of institution, respondents fefl into-an
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, interesting pattern on this question. All were in high agreement with
. the exception of four-year public colleges at 55%, followmg their pat:
tern of less agreement than other types of institutions about board
functlons relating to local autonomy. - A
Institutional rdspondents, when asked if this board should
advise the governor and the legislature on the roles and missions of
individual institutions, their education programs, and nec((rils for new
programs, centers, schools, or departments, al] agreed, in a range
from 69% to 81%, which may be slgnlﬂcant inasmuch as this would
place this board dlrectly into advice on very critical issues within'indi-
vidual institutions. However, the tradeoffs by faculty or administrators
or board ght be one reason for this acceptance. The discontinuance
or emerge @ new program with third-party input might be.
-viewed as-a plus or minus and could be an indicator. Institutional
respondents with greater years of expenence in higher education did
not agree at the same level as expected; it would appear that faculty,
‘board members, and administrators with less experience in higher
- education are not as concerned about this function being Kandled by a
state board as are those with greater experience.

Reacting to the questlon of whether the board’s responslbllmes
should include assistance in the development of cooperative relation-
«’, ships among institutions and among the sectors of postsecondary edu-

cation, faculty and administrators were the highest in ‘agteement
(98%), board members at 889, and board chairmen the lowest
(78%). Possibly once more we are sg:“ ing a role clash between what is
perceived by the local board as its function as compared with sharing
this with the statewide board. By type of institution, respondents once
more showed that the four-year public colleges were at the lotvest level
~ of agreement (74%) on this function of a statewide board as compared
- with high agreement among public community colleges at 92%. -

When asked whether this board should name appropriate advi-

sory committees and councils, mstltutlonal respondents generally
" agreed at a-lower rate than on other questions in this group, with ad-
‘ministrators highest (80% ) and faculty the lowest (73 %).

Institutional respondents, /hen asked if the board should pro-
vide other advice and counsel concemmg hlgher education as either "
the governor or the legislature may require, were in general agreement

 with the faculty jn highest agreement at 95% and the board chairmen

A ii'in lowest agreement at 82%. Once more, board chairmen may per-

ceive a possible role conflict with this proposed board. Respgnses, exa-

" mined by type of institution, ‘showed that the four- -year publlc colleges-
- were once more lowest in agreement at 65%, with the private and pub-

lic community colleges in highest agreement.
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Our frustration when facing extremely complex problems that
center on making decisions in high-priority, highly valued areas, leads
us many times to overlook what we have accomplished and what has
worked efficiently within the processes and the structures we have

v @

maintained. -
Across our country and, in fact around the world, people are

confronted with some of the same difficult questions. Russia 5France
and other countries with highly developed centralized planning for
higher education are apparently facing the'same severe problems of
too many graduates ™ some areas, scarcity in others, and the inability
to react quickly to the problems of their rapidly changing society.

The tension and conflict that center around the need for coor-
dination and planning go back to the very begmnmg of hxgher educa-
tion. Lay boards were a part of the early Greek institutions of hlgher
learning and experienced some of the difficulties we have today.’ The
University of Florence in 1321 was initially controlled by students who
paid the. professors and I would assume gut of kindness and the inter-
est of the c1ty, a lay board was appointed and a tax spread to allow\for
the instructors to be paid gther than directly from students in their

. classroom. In this case, the students lost autonomy and the citizens of

the city gained authonty Lay involvement in higher education and the
conflict and tension inherent in cooperation between the needs of soci-
ety and its institutions can be traced through the early years‘of higher
education in Switzerland, Ireland, the Netherlands, England, and our
own colonial period. Politics, student unrest, and faculty desire for
autopomy or contrd] have always been a part of the scene. .

In Michigan we have tried several approaches. - Initially, the
Umversnty of Mlchlgan had a board of regents appointed by the gover-
nor. The governor's appointees became too politically involved in the
operation and direction of the university. .Because of this type of
involvément, the appointed board was changed to an elected board at
the_next constitutional convention. According ¥o this constitutional’
change and later colrt decisions, these individuals elected by the peo-
ple and representing their interest were considered coequal with other
elected legislators. This gave Michigan institutions of higher education
the opportunity to evolve institutional autonomy and responsibility.

In reviewing the attitudes of institutional representatives and
Michigan voters about the issue. of statewide coordination and control
and what is happening in Michigan under present legislation, one can
perceive a wide difference between the opinion of voters and institu-

-

- tional representalt\lves.and t?ﬁerg‘p})roach taken by the legislature.

;
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4 Three significant time periods stand out in the history of Michi-
gan community colleges: 1914, when Grand Rapids Junior College was
established; the late 1940s and early 1950s when junior colleges in .
Michigan changed to more comprehensive community colleges; and
now a period of legislation that changes control of institutions from
primarily local to more centralized control.

' The issue of the constitutionality of this approach is under con-
sideration at the present time and the outcome could very well deter-
mine in what direction community colleges will go in their mission and
role— highly centralized or decentralized. .

Ourstate is at a crossroads. '

references
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Further resources from the ERIC: Cleannghouse Jfor-
junzor Colleges can help readers in balancmg
the state-local control issue.

balancmg state-local control:
sburces and mformatuon

andr_ew hill

The issue of state control versus local autonomy has been a lrvely toplc

. among community college educators for a long time. A partrcularly

noteworthy area of concern because of the historically local orientation -

* of the community college. it arises in a variety of contexts and spawns
numerous subordinate issues. .

Most .of the works published regarding school finance are
addressed to the statutes, mechanics, structure, and functions of state
boards. Booth (1977).compiled a bibliography of abstracts of 531 state

. reports that reflect the expansion of state interests arid activity in post-

secondary planning and coordination. Two previous editions of New

Directions (Lombardi, 1973; Gleazer gnd Yamngton.,“1974) are also
excellent references on state coordination and community college -

finance

. state-local interaction. Martorana and McGuire (1976) retiew state
legxslatron pertinent. to commumty college operations and programs.

In addition to summarizing information about each state, they also.

identify some of the national trends. A more recent document updates
and reexamines some of these issues (Martorana-and Nespoli, 1977).
Day land Bender (1973) report on the results of a natronwrde

New Directions for Community Colleges, 23, I_978- s - 99

1u5

A number of documents provide msrgHtS into natronal trends in
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survey of state agencies conducted to determine whether criteria and
procedures have been developed to evaluate or suspend extant commu-
nity colleges. They found that, increasingly, states use one or more cri-
teria at either the state or institutional level for evaluation of commu-
nity college programs, with'state agency evaluation procedures ranging
from review based upon institutional recommendations to statewide
accreditation. They conclude, however, that in most cases local institu-
tions still have the final word on suspension or termination of a
program. ) .

* "The most recent compilation on state role in community college
education and the impact the state has on local autonomy-is a report
by Martorana and others (1978). Much of the information in this docu-
ment deals with the same issues raised in this volume of New Direc-
tions, and hence should be examined by the professional seeking fur-
ther to explore this area of concern. . : :

In an attempt to provide information to' the state legislature,
the California State Postsecondary Education Commission examined
state financing systems in eight other states. These reports appear in
Financial Support for the California Community Colleges: Character-

wstics, Objectives, and Alternatives. Commission Report 77-3 (1977).

Some recommendations are also included, of particular interest being

a shift from a’statutory to an annual budgetary system, retention of -

tuition exemption from credit courses, and the dropping of the demo-
graphic funding factor. A related document that supplements this in-
formation is Methods of Two-Year College Finance in Selected.States.

A Supplement to Financial Support for the €alifornia Community.Col-
. leges, Commission Report 77-3 (1977). ‘ T

loo

*in#ircmodels' ' e

As seen in the chapters in this-volume, the range of possible

levels'and means of state-local.interactions are highly varied. Watten- ,

barger and Starnes (1976) review the philosophical underpinning_of
the purposes of the commurlity college, the basis for state: financial
support, and the wa'/)'s in which various states have implemented fihan-.
cial support programs. They suggest a three-part process model for

- community college funding, including a college allocation formula
model designed to redress the detrimental effects of currently utilized

formulas under conditions of decreasing enrollments. ! «

Afier;presenting information that deals with the whole spec-

trum of school finance,Gains (1977) proposes two alternative models
for financing community colleges. One of the models is for states that

prefer a state system, the other mdeel is for states that prefer a system -
of public colleges with a partnership between localities and the state.
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A final model for a systemwide switch to managemént by objec-
tives is presented by Puyear and others (1977) who suggest that this
system provides for smooth coordination in a state system.

examples of state influence

>
E4

: Although there is much discussion of state impact on a theoreti-
cal level, little information is available on the effect of centralization
. on colleges and individuals. In Virginia, it is reported that tife Council
of her Education evaluated the productivity of 436 degree pro-
grafx?ﬁin twenty-three colleges, and although changes were suggested
in forty-five programs, the largest impact was on thirty-four programs .
that were voluntarily closed by the Community College Board (Mei-
singer and Riley]976). In any event, it is a clear example of state con-
trol over local progfamming. .

' One area of state control. over local programmmg that. has:
received a good deal of attention is the funding, or lack of it, for adult
education and noncredit programs (Douthit, [1976]; Adult School and
.Commumty College Finance; 1976; and Roed, [1976]). Among the
findings: Many schools assxgn)credlt to somewhat questionable classes .
because their states do' not fund noncredi ermgs. fundmg‘imlts
should be set by the state, but individual commu y colleges should be .
able to expend funds according to the needs of thtir individual com-
munities. - - T :

. . Collective bargammg may be a threat to campus autonomy -
'dependmg upon how the state sets up its structure for handling faculty
T bargammg Mortimer (1976) reviews experiences in eight states, iden- -
" tifiés ‘major patterns. in state-institutional and. system-institutio
. authority relations as associdted with faculty collective bargammg H’”
. also proposes six factors that determine ‘the degree of centralization
~ that occurs under collective bargammg
3 Part-time faculty could be directly affected 1f the recommem!a-
. tions prescribed.by Petersen and others (1976) are heeded by the Board
"< of Governors of the Californja Community Colleges. They recommend -
Q"*opposmg legislation for pro rata pay or tenure,. two issues “of vital im-
portance ‘to all part-time faculty: Yet this may well be a case® where
i mdmdual administrators are happy to'let the statﬁhoulder the bur-
‘dehin refusmg the part-timers’ demands. :

, - . - viewpoints and opinions

There are, of course, wxdely divergent v1ewpomts ofi the effi-
cacy of state coordination of local colleges. Oastler (1976) clearly feels
that state coordination is a positive process that results'in greater effi-
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ciency in education, and acts to stabilize the educational system so that .
systemwide problems are handled in an orderly manner. Similar pio-
state views are expressed by Alexander (1975); :Woodbury (1976); and’

~ in Total Education: The Duty of the State (1977).

On the othér side, Zoglin (1977b) clajms that the trend toward
state control shows no sign of abating, and if left unchecked will fur- -
ther circumscribe the: autonomy of colleges. She claims there is little
evidence to substantiate the value of state ‘coordination, and views it
“mainly as,a polmcal process. In making recommendations for funding
community services ‘instruction, Zoglm (1977a) specifically dlscourages
colleges from going after state monies for fear of tight restrictions on
course content. Young ([1976]) feels even more strongly that govern-
ment interference in education will irreparably damage higher educa-
tion, claiming it has an adverse effect on students, teachers, and ad-
ministrators alike. '
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" from the editor's notes !

) .- ) - . ‘ N ‘/-/‘"//" D
This volume of New Directions for Cotnmumty Colleges
explores the successes and faslures in balancing state and lgcal

' control of public community colleges. Expansion in the LN E

control of public community college operatiohs by various
state agencies is of sncreasing concern to governing boar(.t

) of public community colleges énd their administradors.s

> chment by the state on the, tmdmonal policy-forming *
and decision-making prerogatives of these local boards of
trustees (or even state governing boards) has beena =

 discouraging ﬁce with which administrators are being forced.

té ope.-Coordination and plannmg in the operation:of state
educational institutions are, in the face of these premres, ~4

: mpra mportant than ever.
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